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TAYLOR YARD PARK DEVELOPMENT PROJECT 
FINAL MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

 
 
The Taylor Yard Park Development Project Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration (Draft MND) 
was circulated for public review between February 27, 2004 and March 29, 2004.  During this 
public review period, a total of five timely letters of comment were received from public agencies 
and one timely letter of comment was received from a citizen.  Two late letters of comment were 
received from public agencies.  In response to these comments, minor revisions have been made 
to the Draft MND; however, no substantial changes in the environmental analysis occurred.  In 
addition, none of the significance determinations have changed since the Draft MND and no new 
mitigation measures have been added.  The changes to the Draft MND include: 
 

• The analysis of CO concentrations has been expanded in the Final MND (see page 4-8).  
As discussed in the Draft MND, the project would not result in any CO hotspots.  The 
CO model output data has been included in Appendix A. 

• The discussion of groundwater conditions under the site has been updated to include the 
results of boring samples conducted by the City.  These subsurface explorations verified 
the conclusions of the Draft MND that the probability of encountering groundwater 
during construction is low (see page 4-19). 

• Focused surveys for the Western spadefoot toad were conducted at the request of the 
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG).  The surveys were conducted on April 
8, 2004 by a qualified State Parks biologist.  The results of the survey were negative.  A 
copy of the survey report is provided in Appendix E.   

• Supplemental vegetation surveys were conducted on Parcel D at the request of CDFG.  
The surveys were conducted on April 20, 2004 by State Parks and EDAW biologists to 
further characterize the riparian plant communities present onsite.  The results of the 
surveys are consistent with the Draft MND analysis which stated that the site is not 
subject to ACOE or CDFG jurisdiction.  The survey report is included as Appendix F of 
this MND. 

• Figure 1 was inadvertently omitted from the Appendix B of the Draft MND.  This figure 
is included in this Final MND.   

 
The aforementioned revisions and text changes have been incorporated directly into the Final 
MND.  The Final MND includes the revised Draft MND sections as well as two new sections.  
Section 7.0, Response to Comments, includes copies of the Draft MND comment letters and 
corresponding responses from the State.  Section 8.0, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program, provides a checklist to fulfill the project’s mitigation monitoring and reporting 
requirements under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).    

Exhibit 4:  Mitigated Negative Declaration



 Table of Contents  
 
 

Taylor Yard Park Development Final Mitigated Negative Declaration Page i 
Taylor Yard MND Sect 00 - Table of Contents.doc   6/3/04 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 
 
Section Page 
 
1.0 INTRODUCTION ........................................................................................................................1-1 

1.1 CEQA Process .................................................................................................................1-1 
1.2 Document Format ............................................................................................................1-2 

 
2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION...........................................................................................................2-1 

2.1 Project Location...............................................................................................................2-1 
2.2 Project Background..........................................................................................................2-1 
2.3 Project Description ..........................................................................................................2-6 
2.4 Construction Requirements............................................................................................2-10 
2.5 Environmental Commitments ........................................................................................2-13 

 
3.0 INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST...................................................................................................3-1 
 
4.0 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES ............................................................................4-1 

4.1 Aesthetics.........................................................................................................................4-1 
4.2 Agricultural Resources.....................................................................................................4-2 
4.3 Air Quality .......................................................................................................................4-4 
4.4 Biological Resources .....................................................................................................4-10 
4.5 Cultural Resources .........................................................................................................4-14 
4.6 Geology and Soils..........................................................................................................4-16 
4.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials..................................................................................4-18 
4.8 Hydrology and Water Quality........................................................................................4-23 
4.9 Land Use and Planning ..................................................................................................4-28 
4.10 Mineral Resources .........................................................................................................4-29 
4.11 Noise ..............................................................................................................................4-30 
4.12 Population and Housing.................................................................................................4-32 
4.13 Public Services...............................................................................................................4-32 
4.14 Recreation ......................................................................................................................4-34 
4.15 Transportation/Traffic....................................................................................................4-35 
4.16 Utilities and Service Systems.........................................................................................4-40 
4.17 Mandatory Findings of Significance..............................................................................4-42 
 

5.0 LIST OF PREPARERS.................................................................................................................5-1 
 
6.0 REFERENCES .............................................................................................................................6-1 

Exhibit 4:  Mitigated Negative Declaration



Table of Contents  
 
 

Page ii Taylor Yard Park Development Final Mitigated Negative Declaration 
 Taylor Yard MND Sect 00 - Table of Contents.doc   6/3/04 

7.0  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 7-1 
 
8.0  MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 8-1 
 
APPENDICES 
 
A Air Quality Calculations 
B Biological Resources Existing Conditions Report 
C Cultural Resources Technical Report 
D Traffic Study 
E Western Spadefoot Toad Survey Report 
F Supplemental Vegetation Survey Report 
 
 
 
 

LIST OF FIGURES 
 
Figure Page 
 
2-1 Regional Map...........................................................................................................................2-2 
2-2 Map of the Taylor Yard Complex............................................................................................2-3 
2-3 View of Parcel D from Mt. Washington (facing southwest)....................................................2-7 
2-4 Park Concept Plan..................................................................................................................2-11 
4-1 Photographs of Existing Conditions ........................................................................................4-3 
 
 
 

LIST OF TABLES 
 
Table Page 
 
4.3-1 SCAQMD Air Quality Impact Significant Thresholds ............................................................4-6 
4.3-2 Estimated Construction Emissions...........................................................................................4-6 
4.3-3 Estimated Construction Emissions After Mitigation ...............................................................4-7 
4.3-4 Estimated Operational Emissions ............................................................................................4-7 
4.3-5 Estimated CO Concentrations ..................................................................................................4-8 
4.15-1 Intersection Level of Service Definitions ..............................................................................4-36 
4.15-2 Existing Conditions and Future Level of Service Summary..................................................4-37 
7-1 List of Comment Letters from Draft MND..............................................................................7-1 
 

Exhibit 4:  Mitigated Negative Declaration



1.0  Introduction 

Taylor Yard Park Development Final Mitigated Negative Declaration Page 1-1 
Taylor Yard MND Sect 01 - Introduction.doc   6/3/04 

SECTION 1.0 
INTRODUCTION 

 
 
This Final Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) evaluates the potential environmental impacts 
associated with the Taylor Yard Park Development project, a 40-acre active and passive recreation 
project.  The proposed parkland is located in the City of Los Angeles (City) and is owned by the 
California Department of Parks and Recreation (State).  Approximately 20 acres would be operated by the 
State as a passive park, and the remaining 20 acres would be leased by the City for active park uses.  This 
MND has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public 
Resources Code §21000 et seq., and the CEQA Guidelines, California Code of Regulations (CCR) 15000 
et seq.  The State is the CEQA Lead Agency for this MND, with the City serving as a Responsible 
Agency under CEQA.   
 
The proposed project includes the development of a park on a 40-acre portion of the former Southern 
Pacific railyard in the City, referred to as Parcel D.  Parcel D is one of ten parcels on the 247-acre Taylor 
Yard complex.  The proposed improvements, described in detail in Section 2.0, include: 
 

• Development of active recreation, including ballfields, courts, and multi-purpose field; 
• Development of passive recreation, including natural parkland and drainage/riparian natural area; 
• Construction of support facilities and restrooms; 
• Construction of parking and park access; and 
• Construction of streetscape improvements. 

 
The development of the park would provide much needed parkland to nearby communities in one of the 
nation’s most park-deficient regions.  The proposed park site is situated in the Northeast Los Angeles 
Community Plan Area, which includes the communities of Glassel Park, Cypress Park, Atwater Village, 
and Elysian Valley.  The site is located approximately three miles north of downtown Los Angeles, near 
the Los Angeles River (L.A. River). 
 
1.1 CEQA PROCESS 
 
This Final MND has been prepared pursuant to the requirements of Sections 15063, 15070, and 15071 of 
the CEQA Guidelines.  This document summarizes and addresses the results of the Initial Study prepared 
to determine if any significant environmental effects would occur from the proposed park development at 
Taylor Yard.  In accordance with CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines, a 30-day public review period 
for the Draft MND began February 27, 2004 and concluded on March 29 2004.  The Draft MND was 
distributed to interested or involved public agencies, organizations, and private individuals for review.  In 
addition, the Draft MND was available for general public review at: 
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• State of California Department of Parks and Recreation (700 North Alameda Street, Room 502, 
Los Angeles, CA 90012) 

• City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks (200 North Main Street, Room 1250, 
Los Angeles, CA 90012) 

• Los Angeles Central Library (630 West Fifth Street, Los Angeles, CA 90071) 
 
Comments on the Draft MND were submitted in writing prior to the end of the 30-day public review to 
the following lead and responsible agencies: 
 

Ms. Karen Miner 
State of California Department of Parks and Recreation 

Southern Service Center 
8885 Rio San Diego Drive #270 

San Diego, CA 92108 

Albert Murillo 
City of Los Angeles 

Bureau of Engineering 
250 East 1st Street, Suite 1005 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 
 
During the 30-day review period, the public had an opportunity to provide written comments on the 
information contained within the Draft MND.  The public comments on the Draft MND and responses to 
public comments have been incorporated into this Final MND (see Section 7).  The State and City of Los 
Angeles City Council will use the Final MND for all environmental decisions related to this project.  This 
MND is required for the following discretionary actions for development of an active and passive park on 
Parcel D: 
 

• State approval of the Interim Public Use (IPU) plan for the interim development and operation of 
their 20-acre portion of Parcel D; 

• City approval of a park development plan for its 20-acre active park site; 

• City approval of streetscape improvements along San Fernando Road; 

• City use of any grant funding that may be received under the Proposition K and Proposition 40 
(Murray Hayden and Urban Parks) Programs; and  

• Other State or City implementing actions or approvals (advertising for bids, award of contracts, 
encroachment permits, OSHA permits, utility connection permits, fire code compliance, etc.) 

 
1.2 DOCUMENT FORMAT 
 
This Final MND contains eight sections and several technical appendices.  Section 1, Introduction, 
provides an overview of the project and the CEQA environmental documentation process.  Section 2, 
Project Description, provides a detailed description of the project location, project background, and 
project components.  Section 3, Initial Study Checklist, presents the CEQA checklist for all impact areas 
and mandatory findings of significance.  Section 4, Impacts and Mitigation Measures, presents the 
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environmental analysis for each issue area identified on the environmental checklist form.  If the proposed 
project does not have the potential to significantly impact a given issue area, a brief explanation of this 
conclusion is provided.  If the proposed project would result in a potentially significant impact on a 
resource, a description of potential impacts and appropriate mitigation measures and/or City permit 
requirements that would reduce those impacts to a less than significant level is provided. Section 5, List 
of Preparers, provides a list of key personnel involved in the preparation of the MND.  Section 6, 
References, provides a list of reference materials used during the preparation of the MND.  Section 7, 
Response to Comments, provides the comment letters received during the 30-day public review period for 
the Draft MND, followed by the responses from the State.  Section 8, Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program, provides a checklist to fulfill the project’s mitigation monitoring and reporting 
requirements under CEQA. 
 
The environmental analysis included in Section 4 is consistent with the CEQA Initial Study format 
presented in Section 3.  Impacts are separated into the following categories: 
 

• Potentially Significant Impact.  This category is applicable if there is substantial evidence that an 
effect may be significant, and no feasible mitigation measures could be identified to reduce 
impacts to a less than significant level.  If there are one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” 
entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required.  There are no such impacts for the 
Taylor Yard Park Development project. 

• Less Than Significant After Mitigation. This category applies where the incorporation of 
mitigation measures would reduce an effect from a “Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less 
Than Significant Impact.”  The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly 
explain how they would reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from 
earlier analyses may be cross-referenced). 

• Less Than Significant Impact.  This category is identified when the project would result in 
impacts below the threshold of significance, and would therefore be less than significant impacts. 

• No Impact.  This category applies when a project would not create an impact in the specific 
environmental issue area.  “No Impact” answers do not require an explanation if they are 
adequately supported by the information sources cited by the lead agency, which show that the 
impact does not apply to the specific project (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone).  A 
“No Impact” answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as 
general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a 
project-specific screening analysis). 
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The calculations and technical reports that were used to prepare the Air Quality, Biological Resources, 
Cultural Resources, and Transportation/Circulation sections of this MND are included in the following 
MND appendices: 
 

A – Air Quality Calculations 
B – Biological Resources Existing Conditions Report 
C – Cultural Resources Technical Report 
D – Traffic Study 
E – Western Spadefoot Toad Survey Report 
F – Supplemental Vegetation Survey Report 
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SECTION 2.0 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

 
 
This section describes the objectives of the proposed project, the location of the site, and the details of the 
park development project, including the anticipated construction requirements and construction schedule.  
This information is the basis for the analysis of environmental impacts included in Sections 3 and 4.   
 
2.1 PROJECT LOCATION 
 
Taylor Yard is located in the City of Los Angeles, approximately 3 miles north of downtown  
Los Angeles (Figure 2-1).  The proposed park site is located on the eastern bank of the Los Angeles River 
(L.A. River).  The L.A. River and this portion of Los Angeles are located in what is referred to as the 
“Narrows” – the area between the San Fernando Valley and the Los Angeles basin.  The Taylor Yard complex 
is located between the Elysian Park Hills on the southwest and the Repetto Hills to the northeast.  It is 
physically bounded on the north by State Route 2 (SR 2), on the east by San Fernando Road, on the south by 
Interstate 5 (I-5), and on the west by the L.A. River.  Situated within a portion of a former Southern Pacific 
railyard, the project site is part of the largest undeveloped area along the L.A. River.  The 247-acre Taylor 
Yard complex was historically divided into ten parcels: A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H, I, and J.  Many of the parcels 
have been developed for industrial uses.  The proposed park site encompasses the 40-acre Parcel D.  Parcels 
contiguous to Parcel D include C, E, and G-2 (Figure 2-2).   
 
The Taylor Yard complex sits within an intensely urbanized setting that is characterized by a mix of land 
uses, from high-density residential districts to industrial factories and manufacturing.  Several parcels at the 
complex have been developed with industrial uses, including a Federal Express (FedEx) shipping facility, 
Metrolink maintenance yard, business parks, and several warehouses.  The Taylor Yard complex and vicinity 
are part of the communities of Northeast Los Angeles and Silver Lake-Echo Park.  The neighborhoods 
surrounding the park include Cypress Park, Glassell Park, Elysian Valley, and Atwater Village. 
 
Parcel D is a 40-acre rectangular parcel bounded by San Fernando Road and commercial development on the 
east, industrial uses on the south, Amtrak and Metrolink tracks on the west, and a Federal Express (FedEx) 
facility to the north.   
 
2.2 PROJECT BACKGROUND 
 
2.2.1 History of the Project Site 
 
The history of the project area is as diverse as the communities that surround Taylor Yard.  The area has 
witnessed flourishing Native American communities, early Spanish expeditions, railroad operations, and  
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 modern industrial and residential development.  Native Americans once occupied the river valley and 
hillsides surrounding the present-day Taylor Yard complex.   
 
Occupation of the Los Angeles basin and the area surrounding the Taylor Yard complex occurred at a rapid 
rate after 1850.  The population within the City of Los Angeles grew exponentially in the years following 
California statehood.  Small developments formed in the communities surrounding Taylor Yard, but few 
houses were built in the vicinity until the 1920s, when the urban sprawl, which characterizes present-day Los 
Angeles, began.  In the 1920s and 1930s, industrial development was occurring at Taylor Yard.  During this 
period, several destructive floods also occurred along the L.A. River, which resulted in a series of flood 
control measures to protect the developing region.  The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) spearheaded 
this effort and in 1938, the channelization of the L.A. River began.  The man-made river, in place of the 
natural L.A. River, made it possible for the urbanization of Los Angeles to continue, as it provided flood 
control, irrigation, and groundwater resources.  Completion of the channelized river adjacent to the Taylor 
Yard complex occurred in the 1950s.  By 1960, 51 miles of the river had been channelized.  Only three 
portions of the length of the river remain unchannelized today: through the Sepulveda Flood Control Basin in 
the San Fernando Valley, through Elysian Valley near Griffith Park, and at the estuary in Long Beach where 
the L.A. River flows into the Pacific Ocean (Los Angeles County Department of Public Works 2002).  The 
portion of the river adjacent to Taylor Yard, while channelized, is an unlined soft-bottom channel. 
 
Shortly after World War I, the Southern Pacific Railroad outgrew its Midway Yard facility and moved to the 
Taylor Yard complex.  Through the 1920s and 1930s, the complex was a railyard and industrial site, used 
primarily as a freight-switching facility.  It also served as a storage area and maintenance facility for rail cars. 
 In addition, several utility shops were constructed on the property, which provided electrical, plumbing, and 
mechanical support services (California Coastal Conservancy 2002).  Rail operations at the Taylor Yard 
complex began to slow in the 1960s and 1970s, when other rail facilities were opened.  By 1985, use of the 
complex as a freight-switching facility ceased, and for almost two decades, the site has been vacant.  As the 
site was used for freight switching operations and other industrial activities for more than 75 years, it retains 
none of its natural character.  A current photo of the site is provided in Figure 2-3.   
 
The 247-acre Taylor Yard complex was historically divided into ten parcels: A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H, I, and J, 
many of which have been developed for industrial uses.  Currently, within Taylor Yard, Parcel A is an 
embankment and railroad line used by Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) and Union Pacific 
Railroad Company (UPRC), which runs through the center of the site.  Parcel C is owned by the MTA and is 
used as a maintenance facility.  FedEx owns and operates a facility on Parcel E, Legacy Development 
developed a portion of Parcel F for light industrial uses, and Parcel G-2 is owned and operated by UPRC.  A 
portion of Parcel F remains undeveloped.  Parcels H and J are zoned and developed as industrial uses (City of 
Los Angeles 1999).  Parcel D and Parcel G-1 were purchased by the State for parkland development.     
 
The former railyard was designated as a brownfield by the California Department of Toxic Substance Control 
(DTSC).  In the mid- to late-1990s, DTSC undertook an extensive analysis of the contaminated soils and 
developed an action plan for remediation of Parcels A, B, C, D, E, and F (Sale Parcels).  Since then, Parcel D 
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has been remediated and given partial site closure, and is cleared for residential or unrestricted use (DTSC 
2003b).  A more detailed discussion of the site conditions and remedial status is provided in Section 4.7. 
 
2.2.2 History of the Project 
 
A number of redevelopment plans have been proposed for the Taylor Yard complex, including various mixed-
use, industrial, and recreational plans for Parcel D.  As questions over the use of the Taylor Yard complex 
arose in the early 1990s, the community voiced a strong sentiment for a new park.  With hopes of the complex 
being converted to land uses other than industrial, numerous public workshops were held, and studies were 
completed to determine potential uses.  In 1992, the first Taylor Yard Area Planning and Urban Design 
Workshop, sponsored by the American Institute of Architects Los Angeles Chapter, was held in response to 
requests from local government officials and environmental groups to address feasible land use concepts.  The 
following year, the MTA sponsored a Taylor Yard Transit Development Study to evaluate development of 
their vacant 23-acre lot as well as the other 94 acres (including Parcel D) potentially for sale by Southern 
Pacific Transportation Company (SPTC).  This study was later summarized by a team of planners, architects, 
and other professionals, and turned into a set of master plan designs.  A Land Use Analysis Workbook was 
also developed in 1993 in an effort to solicit more community input and feedback.  These studies resulted in 
several master plan designs, including a mix of commercial, industrial, and residential uses. 
 
In June 1996, the Los Angeles River Master Plan (LARMP) was prepared by the County of Los Angeles, 
which identified a vision for the future of the L.A. River by creating a community resource, enriching the 
quality of life for residents, and recognizing the river's primary purpose for flood control.  Also in 1996, the 
UPRC bought a portion of Parcel G for railroad operation and maintenance facilities.  During the late 1990s, a 
private land developer proposed a commercial development on Parcel D.  The development plans were halted 
by a legal challenge in 2000.  Eventually, the State purchased Parcel D in December 2001 with the intention 
of developing a new state park at Taylor Yard. 
 
In the fall of 2003, the State and City began to organize a planning process that included developing the 40-
acre site for active and passive recreation as permitted under the State’s mission and the City’s mission.  The 
State and City entered into a creative partnership to deliver recreational opportunities traditionally not found 
in other state parks.  Per Public Resources Code 5003.18, the Director of the California Department of Parks 
and Recreation was authorized to lease 20 acres of Parcel D to the City for development and operation of a 
local park with regional benefits, containing and providing organized sports facilities that will primarily serve 
the youth of the Los Angeles region for the duration of the lease agreement.  Four public meetings were held 
to obtain public comments, revise the draft park design concepts, and obtain general feedback.  The public 
planning process culminated at the final meeting on November 18, 2003 with the endorsement of a seamlessly 
integrated park plan for the entire site that comprehensively addresses the full range of community interest for 
passive and active recreation.  In December 2003, the State purchased Parcel G-1, which is not a part of this 
MND analysis. 
Ultimately, the State will prepare a General Plan and EIR (GP/EIR) for the unleased State-retained acreage on 
Parcel D and Parcel G-1 (a riverfront parcel not connected to Parcel D).  On the leased 20 acres of Parcel D, 
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the City has agreed to consult and collaborate with the State in the planning for development, construction, 
and operation of the lease acreage of the city park so that the city park and adjacent state park may be planned 
and operated in a separate, by cooperative, coordinated, and harmonious manner.  The State’s GP/EIR will 
provide a broad, long-term vision for the park and will serve as a guide for its future development, 
management, and operation.  The City intends to fund a portion of the active park development and 
streetscape improvements with federal, state, and local grants.  A CEQA Initial study was prepared by the 
City for one of these grants, which has been incorporated into portions of this MND (City of Los Angeles 
2003a).  
 
2.3 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
The State purchased Parcel D to provide much needed parkland in one of the nation’s most park-deficient 
regions.  Currently at about 4 acres per 1,000 residents (City of Los Angeles 2001), the availability of 
parklands in Los Angeles falls far short of national standards, which range from 6.25 to 10.5 acres per 1,000 
people (National Recreation and Parks Association 2000).  The site at Taylor Yard is a key park development, 
contributing to the future L.A. River Greenway, a series of riverfront parks and trails extending from the San 
Fernando Valley to the Pacific Ocean along the river corridor.   
 
The proposed project involves the development of a 40-acre park on Parcel D as shown in Figure    2-4.  The 
City would lease 20 acres from the State for active park uses.  The remaining 20 acres of the site would be 
developed and operated by the State with passive recreational features. Other project components include 
streetscape improvements, parking lot construction, lighting, support facilities, and landscaping.  The 
objective of the project is to develop a seamless park design that fulfills the missions of both the State and 
City for substantial benefit to all stakeholders.  The various components of the park are described below. 
 
2.3.1 Active Recreation (City-Operated Park) 
 
The proposed project involves the development of the State and City development of the 40-acre park.  The 
20-acres of active recreation opportunities at the park would be operated by the City.  As shown on Figure 2-
4, the active park features would be located on the northern, eastern, and southern portions of the site along 
the San Fernando Road corridor.  Active recreation features include the following: 
 
• Soccer Fields.  One regulation (180 feet by 315 feet) turf soccer field and three smaller junior soccer fields 

would be located on the southern end of the park.  The soccer fields would have night lighting. 
 
• Multi-Purpose Sports Field.  One multi-purpose competition sports field (360 feet by 180 feet) would be 

located near the center of the park.  The multi-purpose sports field would have night lighting. 
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• Baseball Fields.  Two baseball fields, one with a 75-foot to90-foot basepath and 270-foot to 350-foot 
outfield, and one with a 60-foot basepath and 200-foot outfield, would be located on the northern end 
of the park.  The baseball fields would have night lighting. 

• Basketball Courts.  Four regulation basketball courts would be located on the northern end on the 
park, just east of the baseball fields.  The basketball court area may accommodate portable skate park 
facilities, pending completion of permanent facilities at Confluence Park (in progress, located at the 
confluence of the L.A. River and Arroyo Seco).  The basketball courts would have night lighting. 

• Tennis Courts.  Two regulation tennis courts would be located on the northern end of the park, east of 
the baseball fields and north of the basketball courts.  The tennis courts would have night lighting. 

• Running/Bike Path.  A running/bike path, with distance markers, would weave through the park and 
would include connections to a path on San Fernando Road and a future trail connection at the 
northwest corner of the park. 

• Children’s Play Areas.  Two children’s play areas would be developed.  One formal play area would 
be located near the center of the park between the multi-purpose sports field and the baseball fields, 
and one natural play area would be located in the natural parkland transition zone.   

• Children’s Water Play Area.  A splash pad water feature would be located adjacent to the formal 
children’s play area.  

• Restrooms.  Up to four restroom buildings would be located in the park, one located near the soccer 
fields on the southern end of the park, and one located near the baseball fields near the northern end 
of the park, one centrally located as part of the park office facilities, and one small non-permanent 
restroom as part of the natural parkland. 

• Support Facilities and Park Office.  Park support facilities and a room for park employees and storage 
would be included.  This building would also be available for concessions service. 

 
2.3.2 Passive Recreation (State-Operated Park) 
 
The State would operate the 20-acre passive park area shown on Figure 2-4 and described below.  This 
portion would not include any permanent commitment of resources, as it is part of the State’s Interim Public 
Use (IPU) plan for the park.  The State would offer a number of passive recreation opportunities, including 
the following: 
 

• Interpretive Mound/Overlook.  An elevated interpretive mound/overlook would be located near the 
center of the park, north of the multi-purpose sports field.  The overlook would provide views of the 
park and surrounding areas as well as sloped seating for the multipurpose field. 

• Transition Parkland and Open Space.  The transition parkland and open space would be located in the 
center of the park, west and south of the multi-purpose field.  This landscaped area would provide a 
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transition from active recreation to the natural parkland.  The area would include turf, trees, group 
picnicking, and open space. 

• Natural Amphitheater.  The natural amphitheater would be located in the natural parkland on the west 
end of the park and would be used for special events. 

• River Ox-Bow and Nature Walk.  A river ox-bow, or riparian natural area, would be located on the 
west end of the park.  The area would have a man-made drainage with riparian vegetation.  A nature 
walk would follow the drainage and the center line of the re-creation of a “dry” river bed.  The 
natural parkland area and nature walk would be planted with landscape plants that are native to the 
Los Angeles basin. 

• Educational Panels.  Education panels would be located in the nature parkland area to educate park 
visitors about the history of the surrounding area and the L.A. River. 

2.3.3 Parking and Park Access  
 
A total of 361 parking spaces would be provided at the park as shown on Figure 2-4.  Parking would stretch 
across the park and would be located in close proximity to all active recreation facilities.  The parking lots 
would be paved with semi-pervious material.  ADA parking spaces would be dispersed across the parking 
area. Two park access entryways, including a safe pedestrian crossing, would be available via San Fernando 
Road.  A perimeter fence would be installed around the entire park for safety.  Traffic signals would be 
installed on San Fernando Road at the intersections of Future Street and Macon Street to increase safe park 
access.  Park hours would extend from sunrise to 10:00 p.m.   

2.3.4 Streetscape Improvements 
 
Streetscape improvements would occur along San Fernando Road to provide a buffer between street traffic 
and the park.  A berm would be built, and trees and shrubs would be planted along San Fernando Road to 
create the buffer zone.  As described above, two new traffic signals would be installed along San Fernando 
Road. 
 
2.4 CONSTRUCTION REQUIREMENTS 
 
The proposed project would require approximately 18-21 months to complete.  The street improvements, 
including traffic lights and street lights, would take 6 months to complete.  Site grading for the park would 
take 3 months and may be concurrent with the last 3 months of the street improvements.  Construction of park 
facilities and landscaping is estimated to last approximately 12 months.  No construction would take place on 
Sundays or national holidays.  Construction activities would not occur before 7:00 a.m. or after 9:00 p.m. on 
weekdays or before 8:00 a.m. or after 6:00 p.m. Saturdays.  These hours of construction are consistent with 
the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance §41.40, Noise Due to Construction, Excavation. 
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It is expected that grading for the project would be balanced on site, though settling may dictate that some 
import may be required.  Cut and fill is estimated at approximately 100,000 cubic yards (CY).  The following 
off-road equipment would be used at the project site during grading: 
 

• Bulldozers  
• Dump Trucks 
• Water Trucks 
• 1.8 CY Loaders 
• Graders 
• Compactors 

 
The following construction equipment would be used at the project site during construction of park facilities 
and landscaping/exterior finishes: 
 

• Backhoe 
• Loaders 
• Concrete Pump 
• Dozers 
• Water Pump 
• Paver 
• Truck Crane 
• Material Delivery Trucks (10/day; average 40 miles round trip) 

 
Construction crews would implement standard Best Management Practices (BMPs) during construction and 
adhere to all applicable construction safety guidelines.  All construction activities would conform to the 
California Building Code requirements and Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) guidelines and would be 
undertaken in a manner consistent with all applicable federal, state, and local regulations regarding the 
handling and disposal of hazardous materials.  Project design and construction efforts would comply with all 
applicable code and ordinance requirements for construction, access, water mains, fire flows, and hydrants. 
 
Demolition debris would be recycled or disposed of at local landfills.  The two nearest landfills to the project 
site are Bradley landfill in Sun Valley, and Sunshine Canyon landfill near Granada Hills.  Construction-
related truck-trips would be restricted to off-peak hours (9:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.) when possible. 
 
2.5 ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITTMENTS 
 
The project would comply with a number of environmental commitments in addition to the construction 
requirements shown in Section 2.4 above, including the following: 
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• The City’s portion of the project would comply with applicable regulations related to solid waste.  

Construction and operation of the project components would be subject to the requirements set forth 
in the County of Los Angeles’ Solid Waste Management Program.  The City of Los Angeles 
Department of Public Works would review the plans and specifications for the project to ensure that 
source reduction techniques, procurement of recycled building materials, and the development of 
recycling programs during construction and operation of the facility are considered and implemented 
whenever possible.  A comprehensive recycling program, including the use of bin enclosures and 
recycling containers, for glass, metal, and plastic containers as well as vegetative materials would be 
created to reduce the solid waste going to landfills and would be included in the project design in 
accordance with California Solid Waste Reuse and Recycle Access Act of 1991, as amended. 

• In order to keep the construction impacts to a minimum, a construction staging and traffic plan would 
be provided to the City of Los Angeles for review and approval for the City’s portion of the project.  
To the degree possible, staging of construction equipment and construction employee parking would 
be off-street, thus limiting the impact along San Fernando Road and other surrounding streets.  
Additionally, San Fernando Road would maintain two-way traffic (i.e., at least one lane in each 
direction) during the construction phase and any construction that would disrupt San Fernando Road 
would be coordinated with applicable emergency service providers (LAPD and LAFD).  Should lane 
closures be required in order to accommodate construction activities, these closures would occur 
outside of the standard peak periods of street traffic.  Also, access to local businesses would be 
maintained during the construction period.  The plan would include but is not limited to, hours of 
construction (limit to off peak hours), identification of haul routes, potential for off-site 
parking/staging areas, and shuttle bus to transport workers to/from remote parking area. 

• The project would be required to comply with the following water quality regulations: 
 
o State Water Resources Control Board Order No. 99-08-DWQ, NPDES General Construction 

Permit No. CAS000002 
o Regional Water Quality Control Board—Los Angeles Region 4 Order No. 01-182, MS4 permit 

No. CAS004001.  Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) for Los Angeles 
County 
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SECTION 3.0 
INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST 

 
 
1. Project title: Taylor Yard Park Development  
 
2. Lead agency: State of California Department of Parks and Recreation 

Southern Service Center 
8885 Rio San Diego Drive #270 
San Diego, CA 92108 

 
3. Contact person: Ms. Karen Miner 
 
4. Project Sponsor: N/A 
 
5. Project location: Taylor Yard Park  
 1900 N. San Fernando Road 
    Los Angeles, CA 90065 
 
6. General plan designation:  Heavy Manufacturing 
 
7. Zoning:  Light Industrial (M2-1) 
 
8. Description of project:  The proposed project includes five elements: active recreation; passive recreation; 

support facilities; parking and access; and streetscape improvements.  Active recreation opportunities 
include soccer fields, baseball fields, a multi-purpose field, basketball courts, tennis courts, and children’s 
play areas.  Passive recreation opportunities include a natural parkland area with drainage/riparian natural 
area, picnicking areas, and landscaped open space.  Support facilities include a community center and 
restrooms.  Parking would be available inside the park with easy access to all active recreation areas; 
access to the park would be available from two locations on San Fernando Road.  The streetscape 
improvements on San Fernando Road would provide a buffer between the park and the street.  

 
9. Surrounding land uses and setting:  The project area is in the vicinity of a mixed set of uses, including 

residential, industrial, transportation infrastructure (freeways and railroad lines).  The project site and 
vicinity is part of the communities of Northeast Los Angeles and Silver Lake-Echo Park.  The 
neighborhoods surrounding the park include Cypress Park, Glassell Park, Elysian Valley, and Atwater 
Village.  These neighborhoods are characterized by a mix of residential and industrial uses.  Parcel D is a 
40-acre rectangular parcel bounded by San Fernando Road and commercial development on the east, 
industrial uses on the south, Amtrak and Metrolink tracks on the west, and a Federal Express (FedEx) 
facility to the north.   
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 Within the Taylor Yard complex, Parcel A is an embankment and railroad line used by MTA and UPRC, 
which runs through the center of the site (Figure 2-2).  Parcel C is owned by the MTA and is used as a 
maintenance facility.  FedEx owns and operates a facility on Parcel E, Legacy Development developed a 
portion of Parcel F for light industrial uses (an additional portion of Parcel F is being evaluated as a 
potential school site), and Parcel G-2 is owned and operated by UPRC.  Parcels H and J are zoned and 
developed as industrial uses.  The L.A. River and its bank are zoned as open space (City of Los Angeles 
1999). 

 
10. Other public agencies whose approval is required:  (e.g., permits, financing approval, or participation 

agreement.) 

As discussed in Section 1.1, the State and City of Los Angeles City Council will use the Final MND for 
all environmental decisions related to this project.  This MND is required for the following discretionary 
actions for development of an active and passive park on Parcel D: 

• State approval of the Interim Public Use (IPU) plan for the interim development and operation of 
their 20-acre portion of Parcel D; 

• City approval of streetscape improvements along San Fernando Road; 

• City approval of a park development plan for its 20-acre active park site; 

• City use of any grant funding that may be received under the Proposition K and Proposition 40 
(Murray Hayden and Urban Parks) Programs; and  

• Other State or City implementing actions or approvals (advertising for bids, award of contracts, 
encroachment permits, OSHA permits, utility connection permits, fire code compliance, etc.) 

 
In addition to approvals granted by the State and the City, the following approvals of other public 
agencies would be required: 

• Regional Water Quality Control Board (NPDES Permit) 

• Regional Water Quality Control Board (Standard Urban Stormwater Management Plan) 

• Regional Water Quality Control Board (Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan)
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one 
impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 
 

 Aesthetics  Agricultural Resources  Air Quality 

 Biological Resources  Cultural Resources  Geology/Soils 

 Hazards & Hazardous Materials  Hydrology/Water Quality  Land Use/Planning 

 Mineral Resources  Noise  Population/Housing 

 Public Services  Recreation  Transportation/Traffic 

 Utilities/Service Systems  Mandatory Findings of Significance 
 
DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency) 
 
On the basis of this initial evaluation: 
 

 I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

X I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be 
a significant effect in this case because revisions to the project have been made by or agreed to by the 
applicant.  A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an  
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially significant unless 
mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect (1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier 
document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and (2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the 
earlier analysis as described on attached sheets.  An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it 
must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. 

 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all 
potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that 
earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed 
upon the project, nothing further is required. 

                                                                                                                                                                     
Signature           Date        
Printed Name           
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1. AESTHETICS.  Would the project: 

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?    X 
b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited 

to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state 
scenic highway? 

   X 

c. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of 
the site and its surroundings?    X 

d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would 
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?  X   

2. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES.  In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are 
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land 
Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Department of 
Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland.  Would 
the project: 

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of 
Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps 
prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural 
use? 

   X 

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson act contract?    X 

c. Involve other changes in the existing environment that, due to 
their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, 
to non-agricultural use? 

   X 

3. AIR QUALITY.  Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality 
management or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following 
determinations.  Would the project: 

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air 
quality plan?  X   

b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an 
existing or projected air quality violation?    X 

Exhibit 4:  Mitigated Negative Declaration



3.0  Initial Study Checklist 
 

Taylor Yard Park Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration Page 3-5 
Taylor Yard MND Sect 03 - Checklist.doc   6/3/04 

 

Po
te

nt
ia

lly
 

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 Im

pa
ct

 

Le
ss

 T
ha

n 
Si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 
w

ith
 M

iti
ga

tio
n 

In
co

rp
or

at
ed

 
Le

ss
 T

ha
n 

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 

Im
pa

ct
 

N
o 

Im
pa

ct
 

c. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria 
pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an 
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard 
(including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative 
thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

  X  

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations?   X  

e. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of 
people?    X 

4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.  Would the project: 

a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through 
habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, 
sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, 
policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

   X 

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other 
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, 
policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish and 
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

 X   

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands 
as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but 
not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? 

 X   

d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident 
or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native 
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of 
native wildlife nursery sites? 

 X   

e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or 
ordinance? 

   X 

f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation 
Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved 
local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 

   X 
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5. CULTURAL RESOURCES.  Would the project: 

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.5? 

   X 

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
archaeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.5? 

   X 

c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource 
or site or unique geologic feature?    X 

d. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of 
formal cemeteries?    X 

6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS.  Would the project: 

a. Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse 
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:     

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the 
most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map 
issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other 
substantial evidence of a known fault?  Refer to Division of 
Mines and Geology Special Publication 42. 

   X 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?   X  
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?   X  
iv) Landslides?    X 

b. Result in substantial soil erosion, loss of topsoil, or changes in 
topography or unstable soil conditions from excavation, grading, 
or fill? 

  X  

c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that 
would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially 
result in on-or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction or collapse? 

  X  

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the 
Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life 
or property? 

  X  
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e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic 
tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers 
are not available for the disposal of wastewater? 

   X 

7. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS: Would the project: 

a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials?  

 X   

b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions 
involving the release of hazardous materials into the 
environment? 

  X  

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely 
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter 
mile of an existing or proposed school? 

  X  

d. Be located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous 
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to 
the public or the environment? 

  X  

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where 
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public 
airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working in the project area?  

   X 

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the 
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in 
the project area?  

   X 

g. Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?   X  

h. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or 
death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are 
adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed 
with wildlands? 

   X 
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8. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.  Would the project: 

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements?   X  

b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would 
be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local 
groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing 
nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support 
existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been 
granted)? 

   X 

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or 
area, including through the alteration of the course of stream or 
river, in a manner that would result in substantial erosion or 
siltation on- or off-site? 

   X 

d. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or 
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or 
river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface 
runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on- or off-site?  

   X 

e. Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the 
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or 
provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff? 

  X  

f. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?   X  
g. Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on 

a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map 
or other flood hazard delineation map? 

   X 

h. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures that would 
impede or redirect flood flows?    X 

i. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or 
death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the 
failure of a levee or dam? 

   X 

j. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?    X 
9. LAND USE AND PLANNING.  Would the project: 

a. Physically divide an established community?    X 
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b. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation 
of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but 
not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal 
program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 

  X  

c. Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural 
community conservation plan?    X 

10. MINERAL RESOURCES.  Would the project: 

a. Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource 
that would be of value to the region and the residents of the 
state? 

  X  

b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral 
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific 
plan or other land use plan? 

   X 

11. NOISE. Would the project result in: 

a. Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of 
standards established in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 

  X  

b. Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne 
vibration or groundborne noise levels?    X  

c. A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the 
project vicinity above levels existing without the project?   X  

d. A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the 
project? 

  X  

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where 
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public 
airport or public use airport, would the project expose people 
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

   X 

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the 
project expose people residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels?  

   X 
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12. POPULATION AND HOUSING.  Would the project: 

a. Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly 
(for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or 
indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other 
infrastructure)?  

  X  

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating 
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?     X 

c. Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?     X 

13. PUBLIC SERVICES. 

a. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated with the provision of new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance 
objectives for any of the public services: 

    

i) Fire protection?   X  
ii) Police protection?    X  
iii) Schools?    X 
iv) Parks?    X 
v) Other public facilities?    X 

14. RECREATION. 

a. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and 
regional parks or other recreational facilities such that 
substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or 
be accelerated? 

   X 

b. Does the project include recreational facilities or require the 
construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might 
have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 

  X  
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15. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC.  Would the project: 

a. Cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the 
existing traffic load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result 
in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the 
volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at 
intersections)?  

  X  

b. Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service 
standard established by the county congestion management 
agency for designated roads or highways? 

   X 

c. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an 
increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in 
substantial safety risks? 

   X 

d. Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., 
sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses 
(e.g., farm equipment)?  

   X 

e. Result in inadequate emergency access?     X 
f. Result in inadequate parking capacity?    X 
g. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting 

alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?    X 

16. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS.  Would the project: 

a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable 
Regional Water Quality Control Board?    X  

b. Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater 
treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental 
effects? 

   X 

c. Require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage 
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of 
which could cause significant environmental effects? 

   X 

d. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project 
from existing entitlements and resources, or are new or 
expanded entitlements needed? 

  X  
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e. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider 
that serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity 
to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments? 

  X  

f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to 
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?   X  

g. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations 
related to solid waste?    X  

17. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. 

a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the 
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife 
species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or 
endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of 
the major periods of California history or prehistory?  

 X   

b. Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means 
that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when 
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects 
of other current projects, and the effects of probable future 
projects)? 

  X  

c. Does the project have environmental effects that will cause 
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or 
indirectly? 

 X   
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SECTION 4.0 
IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

 
 
4.1 AESTHETICS - Would the project: 
 
a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 
 

No Impact.  The proposed 40-acre urban park would include soccer fields, baseball fields, tennis courts, 
multipurpose sports field, running track, support facilities, picnic areas, outdoor amphitheater, trails, 
habitat restoration areas, and parking areas.  The site was used for freight switching operations and other 
industrial activities for more than 75 years and retains none of its natural character.  It is currently a 
vacant, unimproved parcel in an intensely urban area, bound by San Fernando Road on the east, industrial 
uses on the south, railroad tracks on the west, and a FedEx facility to the north.  The site is characterized 
by ruderal vegetation, debris, trash, and other features common in vacant urbanized areas.  The 
surrounding uses are a mix of industrial, commercial, and residential.  The development of the 40-acre 
park and its facilities would improve the visual character of the area by creating a quality park and open 
space area.  The new park would be visible from many surrounding vantage points including Mount 
Washington and Elysian Park.  The proposed project would not have an adverse effect on a scenic vista, 
and no impact would result. 

 
b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and 

historic buildings within a state scenic highway?  
 

No Impact.  As discussed in 4.1(a), the area surrounding the park is primarily industrial and very urban.  
No scenic resources such as groves of trees, rock outcroppings, or historic buildings are located on the 
site.  Furthermore, the proposed project is not visible from a state scenic highway.  The nearest designated 
scenic highway is Route 110, also known as the Arroyo Seco Historic Parkway, which is located 
approximately 1 mile southeast of the project site.  The Angeles Crest Highway (Highway 2) is located 
approximately 10 miles north of the project site in the San Gabriel Mountains (Caltrans 2003).  The 
project site is not visible from these or any other designated scenic highways and the park would not 
damage any scenic resources; therefore, no impact would result. 

 
c. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings? 
 

No Impact.  The proposed improvements would substantially improve the existing visual character and 
quality of the site and its surroundings by developing a park and recreation area on a visually unattractive 
vacant site.  The project site is currently covered with weeds, grass, and highly degraded ruderal habitat 
and is surrounded by a dilapidated chain link fence (Figure 4-1).  Clearing the site and building a park 
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would have a beneficial impact on the long-term visual quality of the project area.  During construction, 
however, the proposed project has the potential for short-term aesthetic effects, due to grading and 
construction activities, and the storage of construction equipment and materials on site.  Because these 
effects would be temporary, and the construction activities would not appear out-of-place in this highly 
industrialized area, the impacts would not be significant.  Accordingly, no impact would result. 

 
d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in 

the area?  
 

Less than Significant after Mitigation.  There is currently no lighting on the project site.  The proposed 
park would include lighting for security and recreational facility usage.  The new recreational lighting 
would be operated regularly, depending on the schedule of sporting activities at the park.  The lights 
would not be used after park closing hours (10:00 p.m.); therefore impacts would not occur after 10:00 
p.m.  The nighttime lighting fixtures that would be installed would direct the majority of the light within 
the park site; however, spillover impacts would potentially occur at surrounding properties.  Land uses 
adjacent to the park are industrial and commercial, and no sensitive land uses would be directly affected 
by the new sources of nighttime lighting.  Due to the height of the proposed light fixtures, however, light 
would be visible from surrounding residential areas.  Mitigation measures are provided to reduce 
potential light trespass and pollution from sport facility lighting.  Accordingly, the proposed park would 
not adversely affect sensitive residential uses or nighttime views, and no significant lighting impacts 
would result. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
Incorporation of the mitigation measures provided below would reduce the potential light pollution 
impacts to a less than significant level. 
 
AES-1 Use technologies to reduce light emissions that include full cutoff luminaries and low-

reflectance surfaces.  Low-angle spotlights would also be used.   
AES-2 Reduce the height of the outdoor light fixtures where possible to reduce light trespass and 

pollution. 
 

4.2 AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES - In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are 
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land 
Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Department of Conservation 
as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agricultural and farmland.  Would the project: 

 
a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as 

shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 
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No Impact.  According to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources 
Agency, there is no Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance located on 
the project site or in the project vicinity (City of Los Angeles 2001).  The project is located in a dense 
urban environment and there is no agricultural land present.  No impacts to farmland would result. 
 

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract? 
 

No Impact.  The proposed project area is zoned for residential and industrial uses; there is no farmland in 
the project vicinity (City of Los Angeles 2001).  No impacts to farmland would result.  
 

c. Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in 
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use? 

 
No Impact.  The existing site is not used for agricultural purposes.  The proposed project involves no 
changes in the existing environment that could result in conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use.  
The project would result in no new population or employment growth that could create a need for new 
housing development on agricultural land.  No impacts would result.  

 
4.3 AIR QUALITY - Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality 

management or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations.  
Would the project:  

 
a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? 
 

Less than Significant Impact after Mitigation.  California is divided into 15 air basins for the purposes 
of managing the state’s air resources on a regional level.  The City of Los Angeles is within the South 
Coast Air Basin (Basin), which consists of four counties – San Bernardino, Riverside, Los Angeles, and 
Orange.  The Basin includes all of Los Angeles and Orange counties and the urbanized portions of San 
Bernardino and Riverside counties.  The distinctive climate of the Basin is determined by its terrain and 
geographic location.  The Basin is a coastal plain with connecting broad valleys and low hills, bounded 
by the Pacific Ocean to the southwest and high mountains around the rest of its perimeter.  The general 
region lies in the semi-permanent high pressure zone of the eastern Pacific, resulting in a mild climate 
tempered by cool sea breezes with light average wind speeds.  The usually mild climatological pattern is 
interrupted occasionally by periods of extremely hot weather, winter storms, or Santa Ana winds. 

 
The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) is the agency responsible for protecting 
the public health and welfare through the administration of federal and state air quality laws, regulations, 
and policies in the South Coast Air Basin.   
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Included in the SCAQMD’s tasks are monitoring of air pollution, preparation of the State Implementation 
Plan (SIP) for the Basin, and promulgation of its Rules and Regulations.  The SIP includes strategies and 
tactics to be used to attain the federal O3 standard in the Los Angeles – South Coast Air Basin area.  The 
SIP elements are taken from the 1997 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP), with 1999 amendments, 
the SCAQMD plan for attaining the state O3 standard.  The Rules and Regulations include procedures and 
requirements to control the emission of pollutants and to prevent adverse impacts. 
 
State and federal agencies have set ambient air quality standards for certain air pollutants.  National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) have been established for the following criteria pollutants:  
carbon monoxide (CO), ozone (O3), sulfur dioxide (SO2), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), inhalable particulate 
matter (PM10), fine particulate matter (PM2.5) and lead (Pb).  The state standards for these criteria 
pollutants are more stringent than the corresponding federal standards.   
 
Areas are classified under the Federal Clean Air Act as either "attainment" or "non-attainment" areas for 
each criteria pollutant based on whether the NAAQS have been achieved or not.  Attainment relative to 
the state standards is determined by the California Air Resources Board (CARB).  The project site is 
located in the Los Angeles County portion of the Basin.  Los Angeles County is designated as a non-
attainment area for O3, CO, and PM10, and an attainment area for SO2, NO2, and Pb.  
 
Air quality impacts associated with this project were evaluated using the thresholds of significance 
established by the SCAQMD and presented in the CEQA Air Quality Handbook (SCAQMD 1993). 
 
Construction Emissions 
 
The SCAQMD’s thresholds of significance for the criteria pollutants are shown on Table 4.3-1.  The 
principal sources of pollutant emissions during construction are fugitive dust and engine exhaust from 
construction equipment.  Fugitive dust would be created during site clearing; excavation and grading; 
vehicle travel on paved and unpaved roads; and material blown from unprotected graded areas, stockpiles 
and haul trucks.  Fugitive dust includes PM10 and PM2.5, which are potential health hazards, and often 
contribute to visibility and nuisance impacts which occur when dust from construction activities is 
deposited on residences, vehicles, and vegetation.  In construction equipment exhaust, the principal 
pollutants of concern are NOx and ROC, the primary constituents in the formation of ozone, a pollutant 
for which the region is currently considered in nonattainment. 
 
As described in Section 2.4, construction equipment used for park development would primarily consist 
of dozers, backhoes, loaders, trucks, pavers, and cranes.  However, all of these pieces of construction 
equipment would not be used concurrently.  A different mix of the pieces of equipment identified above 
would be used during grading, paving, building construction, and landscaping.  It is anticipated that 
project construction would occur for approximately 18 months; no construction activities would be 
conducted on Sundays or national holidays.  As shown in Table 4.3-2, the majority of construction-
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related emissions generated by the proposed project would remain below the SCAQMD thresholds of 
significance, with the exception of NOx and PM10 emissions during construction (Appendix A).  Although 
these emissions would be temporary and would cease at the completion of construction activities, they 
would temporarily increase local criteria pollutant concentrations in the project area, particularly NOx 
levels.  Without mitigation, this would result in a short-term significant impact on air quality. 

 
 

Table 4.3-1.  SCAQMD Air Quality Impact Significance Thresholds 
 

Pollutant Project Construction Project Operation
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 24.75 tons/qtr 550 lbs/day 550 lbs/day 
Reactive Organic Compounds (ROC) 2.5 tons/qtr 75 lbs/day 55 lbs/day 
Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) 2.5 tons/qtr 100 lbs/day 55 lbs/day 
Particulates (PM10) 6.75 tons/qtr 150 lbs/day 150 lbs/day 
Sulfur Oxides (SOx) 6.75 tons/qtr 150 lbs/day 150 lbs/day 
Note:  No significance threshold is established for ozone as it is not emitted directly but is a secondary pollutant 
produced in the atmosphere through a complex series of photochemical reactions involving ROCs and NOx. 
lbs/day - pounds per day 
SOURCE:  South Coast Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, April 1993. 

 
 

Table 4.3-2.  Estimated Construction Emissions 
 

 Estimated Emissions 
 CO ROC NOx PM10 SOx 

Average Maximum Daily Emissions (lbs/day)(1) 105.28 15.52 134.12 132.32 0.00 
Daily Thresholds for Construction Emissions 
(lbs/day) 550 75 100 150 150 

Exceedance of Daily Thresholds (lbs/day) 0 0 34.12 0 0 
Average Quarterly Emissions (tons/quarter) 2.0 0.29 2.40 8.68 0.00 
Thresholds for Construction Emissions 
(tons/quarter) 24.75 2.5 2.5 6.75 6.75 

Exceedance of SCAQMD Thresholds (tons/quarter) 0 0 0 1.93 0 
 (1) An assumption was made that the construction period for the grading and park construction would be approximately 18 

months (396 construction days). 
Source:  URBEMIS 2002. 

 
 
As shown above, the project would result in potentially significant concentrations of NOx (daily 
emissions) and PM10 (quarterly emissions) during construction.  Table 4.3-3 shows the estimated project 
emissions after mitigation, which would be reduced to less than significant levels.  
 
With the implementation of the mitigation measures identified below, the proposed project would not 
conflict with or obstruct the implementation of the AQMP.  Due to the relatively limited amount of 
earthwork and the short duration of construction activities, air quality impacts resulting from the proposed 
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project would not alter state or federal attainment status for criteria pollutants.  Impacts from construction 
would be less than significant after mitigation.   
 
 

Table 4.3-3.  Estimated Construction Emissions after Mitigation 
 

 Estimated Emissions 
 CO ROC NOx PM10 SOx 

Average Maximum Daily Emissions (lbs/day)(1) 100.25 14.75 87.75 26.51 0.00 
Daily Thresholds for Construction Emissions 
(lbs/day) 550 75 100 150 150 

Exceedance of Daily Thresholds (lbs/day) 0 0 0 0 0 
Average Quarterly Emissions (tons/quarter) 1.91 0.27 1.57 1.73 0.00 
Thresholds for Construction Emissions 
(tons/quarter) 24.75 2.5 2.5 6.75 6.75 

Exceedance of SCAQMD Thresholds (tons/quarter) 0 0 0 0 0 
 (1) An assumption was made that the construction period for the grading and park construction would be approximately 18 

months (396 construction days). 
Source:  URBEMIS 2002. 

 
 
Operational Emissions 
 
Operational emissions are typically associated with vehicle trips generated by a land use.  The recreation 
land use generates peak vehicles trips on weekends, which does not correspond with peak vehicle trip 
days (Monday-Friday) (See Appendix D, Traffic Study).  The proposed project would generate the 
greatest number of additional trips on the weekends during heavy use periods of the park.  As shown in 
Table 4.3-4, all operational emissions generated by the anticipated vehicle traffic would remain below the 
SCAQMD thresholds of significance. 
 

Table 4.3-4.  Estimated Operational Emissions 
 

 Estimated Emissions 
 CO ROC NOx PM10 SOx 

Average Maximum Daily Emissions (lbs/day) 59.71 4.90 5.42 4.23 0.05 
Daily Thresholds for Operational Emissions (lbs/day) 550 55 55 150 150 
Exceedance of Daily Thresholds (lbs/day) 0 0 0 0 0 

 
 
As described above, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts to regional air quality as 
a result of the operation of the proposed project.  Operation of the proposed project would not conflict 
with or obstruct the implementation of the AQMP or alter state or federal attainment status for criteria 
pollutants. 
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b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation? 

 
No Impact.  As discussed in the Traffic Study (Appendix D), the project would not generate a significant 
number of trips to and from the project site.  Two of the study intersections would operate at a Level of 
Service (LOS) E or LOS F in the future without the proposed project; however, the project would not 
generate any significant impacts at nearby intersections (see Section 4.15 (a) below).  As shown in Table 
4.3-5, project-generated traffic associated with the development and operation of the park would not 
increase CO concentrations or create a CO hot spot at any one of the modeled intersections and would not 
cause the exceedance of the one-hour or the eight-hour average CO standard.  This impact would be less 
than significant.  

 
Table 4.3-5.  Estimated CO Concentrations* 

 

Intersection Existing
2006 

Without 
Project 

2006 With 
Project 

Change in 
2006 

Concentration
s 

San Fernando Road and Fletcher Drive 8.9  9.1  9.1 0.0 

San Fernando Road and SR-2 Southbound Ramps 8.6  8.9  8.9 0.0 
* data in parts per million 

 
c. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is 

non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including releasing 
emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

 
Less than Significant Impact.  Net construction and operational emissions due to the project, when 
combined with pollutant emissions from other projects, could result in significant cumulative air quality 
impacts.  However, the proposed project would not induce growth beyond that projected by the Southern 
California Association of Governments (SCAG) and would be consistent with the AQMP, which 
addresses the cumulative air quality impacts of growth within the air basin. 

 
d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 
 

Less than Significant Impact.  Although there is a potential for construction of the proposed park to 
generate emissions in excess of the SCAQMD significance thresholds during construction, the nearest 
residents to the project area are approximately 370 feet away, on the northern portion of the parcel.  The 
residences are located far enough away that they are not expected to be exposed to substantial pollutant 
concentrations.  In addition, the proposed project would not result in CO hotspots, as discussed in 
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Checklist Item 4.3 (a) above.  Consequently, the proposed project would not expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations. 

 
e. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? 
 

No Impact.  The proposed project is a recreational facility, which would not generate objectionable 
odors.  
 
Mitigation Measures 

 
The following mitigation measures would reduce the potential impacts to air quality during construction 
to less than significant.   
 
AIR-1 All construction vehicles shall be properly maintained and operated.   
 
AIR-2 Aqueous diesel fuels shall be used in all construction equipment, where feasible.  
 
AIR-3 Diesel oxidation catalysts shall be used in all construction equipment, where feasible. 
 
AIR-4 The following measures shall be incorporated into the project to minimize emissions of 

fugitive dust, including PM10 and PM2.5: 
 

• Land disturbance shall be minimized to the extent feasible. 
• Haul trucks shall be covered when loaded with fill material. 
• Surfaces of dirt piles shall be stabilized if not removed immediately. 
• Paved streets shall be swept at least once per day where there is evidence of dirt that has 

been carried from the project site. 
• Disturbed areas that will not be paved as part of the proposed action shall be revegetated 

to prevent soil erosion. 
 

AIR-5 During high wind conditions (greater than 25 miles per hour), the following measures shall 
be incorporated into the project to minimize emissions of fugitive dust: 

 
• Cease all earth-moving activities or apply water to soil not more than 15 minutes prior to 

moving such soil. 
• For disturbed surfaces to be left inactive for several days, apply water with a chemical 

stabilizer diluted to not less than 1/20 of the concentration required to maintain a 
stabilized surface for a period of 6 months; or apply chemical stabilizers prior to wind 
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event; or apply water to all unstabilized disturbed areas three times per day; or utilize a 
combination of these actions. 

• For unpaved roads, apply chemical stabilizers prior to wind event, or apply water once 
per hour during active operation, or stop all vehicular traffic. 

• For open storage piles, apply water once per hour, or install temporary coverings. 
• For paved road track-out, cover all haul vehicles, or comply with vehicle freeboard 

requirements of Section 23114 of the California Vehicle Code for both public and 
private roads.  

 
4.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES - Would the project: 
 
a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species 

identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?  

 
No Impact.  Sensitive plant species are those that are candidates, proposed, or listed as threatened or 
endangered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) or the CDFG, and those plants that are 
considered sensitive species by the California Native Plant Society (CNPS).  There are several plant 
species known for the area around Taylor Yard that are considered to be sensitive; however, all are 
thought to be locally extirpated due to extensive development in the region.  No sensitive plants have 
previously been detected within the park site, and none were observed during the recent reconnaissance 
surveys.  None are expected to occur within Parcel D; therefore no impacts to sensitive plants would 
occur.  Information about past observations of the sensitive plant species within the vicinity of the park, 
based on the CNPS database, is included in Table 1 in Appendix B.   

 
Sensitive wildlife are those animal species, which are candidates, proposed, or listed as threatened or 
endangered by the USFWS or the CDFG, and those animals that are considered species of concern or are 
listed as protected or fully protected by the state.  Additionally, raptors protected under the federal Bald 
Eagle Protection Act are also considered sensitive species.  Although no sensitive species have been 
documented on site, there is one sensitive reptile species, and ten sensitive bird species known to occur 
along the lower L.A. River (CCC 2002).  All of these species, and their potential for occurrence at the 
park, are presented in Table 2 in Appendix B.  Based on the relatively disturbed and isolated nature of the 
Taylor Yard area, these species are not expected to occur on-site. No impacts to sensitive wildlife species 
would occur as a result of the proposed project. 

 
b. Have a substantial adverse impact on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community 

identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish and 
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?  
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Less than Significant after Mitigation.  Due to past grading and railroad operations within Parcel D, 
numerous dirt roads crisscross the site, berms and other landform alterations are evident, and areas of 
extensive soil compaction are present.  As a result, nearly all of the vegetation within Parcel D would be 
considered disturbed habitat or ruderal habitat.  Both of these vegetation communities develop as a result 
of repeated past disturbances in an area, which alter, and in some cases, eliminate, native plant species.  In 
addition to ruderal and disturbed areas, which cover approximately 35.4 acres of the site, Parcel D 
contains small isolated patches of mulefat scrub (1.5 acres), disturbed riparian woodland (1.7 acres), 
freshwater marsh (1.3 acres), and disturbed coastal sage scrub (0.7 acre).  These vegetation communities 
are described and are shown on Figure 1 in Appendix B.  Impacts to disturbed riparian woodland and 
freshwater marsh are addressed below.   
 
Riparian communities are typically situated along stream courses and adjacent banks, and along urban 
drainages.  Most riparian species are restricted to areas of a high water table and require moist, bare 
mineral soils for germination and establishment, much like the conditions following periodic flooding 
(Holland 1986).  The low-lying areas and localized drainages present within the site are artifacts of the 
past activities and remediation work on the property, which have created isolated mesic conditions 
appropriate for supporting tree species such as willows (e.g., arroyo willow, Salix lasiolepis; and black 
willow, Salix goodingii), Fremont cottonwood (Populus fremontii), and Mexican elderberry (Sambucus 
mexicana), many of which exceed 25 feet in height.  Due to the disturbed conditions at the site and the 
native species composition, these areas were mapped as disturbed riparian woodland.  Other species 
occurring within these areas include tree tobacco, tamarisk (Tamarix sp.), mulefat, toyon (Heteromeles 
arbutifolia), and laurel sumac (Malosma laurina).  No wetland delineations were conducted as part of the 
reconnaissance survey.  Most of the plant species noted above are considered wetland species; however, 
due to the isolation of the mesic areas from the L.A. River, or from urban drainages that flow into the 
river, the areas mapped as disturbed riparian woodland are not considered federal and state jurisdictional 
wetlands, and thus not protected by the CDFG and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) wetland 
regulations.  Under CEQA, however, the habitat provided by these vegetation communities would be 
considered sensitive.   
 
Freshwater marsh is dominated by perennial, emergent monocots (flowering plants that have one seed 
leaf), which grow in standing fresh water.  During the reconnaissance survey, two areas of ponded water 
were noted in the southern portion of Parcel D within an area where past vehicle activity appears to have 
been severe, and soil compaction is evident (Figure 1).  Because the reconnaissance survey was 
conducted within a few days of heavy precipitation, ponded water was observed on site; however, no 
streams or other drainages are known to occur on the site.  The two ponds occur within a higher portion 
of the site; therefore, it is presumed that the soil compaction has contributed to the seasonal ponding in 
this area.  The center of these two areas was open water at the time of the survey; however, the outer 
portions support cattails (Typha sp.), sand-spurry (Spergularia sp.), Australian saltbush (Atriplex 
semibaccata), mulefat (Bacchris salicifolia), and scattered saplings of black willow and arroyo willow. 
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Grading and construction activities would result in the removal or disturbance of most of the vegetation 
on Parcel D, including approximately 1.7 acres of riparian woodland and 1.3 acres freshwater marsh areas 
described above.  Because of the disturbed nature of the site, the isolated location of these areas, and the 
lack of any connection to streams or natural water courses, these areas would be not considered federal 
(ACOE) and state (CDFG) jurisdictional wetlands.  However, the marsh and disturbed woodland provide 
habitat, albeit disturbed, that is limited in the project vicinity and diminished regionally; therefore, 
removal of the marsh and woodland vegetation would result in a potentially significant impact under 
CEQA.  One of the primary components of the passive recreation area includes habitat restoration and 
creation of a natural wash in the state-operated portion of the park.  Mitigation measures would be 
incorporated into the design and construction of the natural parkland area (including the natural wash), 
that would reduce impacts associated with riparian habitat loss to a less than significant level. 
 
Indirect impacts to the remaining stands of riparian vegetation along the L.A. River may also result from 
short-term edge effects caused by dust, noise, lighting, construction related soil erosion and runoff, or 
introduction of exotic species. Because of the past history of disturbance, lack of well-developed native 
vegetation, and large spatial extent of bare soil areas, short-term indirect effects would not be significant. 
 Implementation of construction BMPs including dust and erosion controls and a native species landscape 
design would be implemented to minimize these effects.   
 
Long-term indirect effects associated with implementation of the proposed project would be minimized 
by several of the project features.  The project involves native landscaping and planting, which would 
limit the need for pesticides and herbicides.  In addition, the quantity and quality of runoff from the 
project site is not expected to change significantly due to the limited amount of new impervious surfaces 
that would be developed on site.  As discussed above, the project would improve the biological resource 
values of the currently degraded site through habitat creation and native landscaping.  As such, long-term 
impacts to biological resources would be less than significant.   

  
c. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean 

Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, other means?  

 
Less than Significant after Mitigation.  The project would not have a substantial adverse effect on 
federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, given that the project site 
is not hydrologically connected to any jurisdictional waters of the United States.  See Section 4.4b above. 
   

 
d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or 

with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife 
nursery sites?  
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Less than Significant after Mitigation. Because the site has long been isolated from native habitats, any 
potential habitat connections are highly constrained (e.g., San Fernando Road to the east and disturbance 
and development to the south, north, and west).  Plant and wildlife species that currently inhabit the 
Taylor Yard site are either persistent species that have remained since the habitat was reestablished or are 
highly mobile species capable of movement through urban and disturbed lands.  In order to increase the 
opportunity for wildlife movement in this area, native landscaping would occur in the natural parkland 
area and along the nature trail.  The proposed project features would not alter the current, limited 
functionality of the connections to the west and south along the L.A. River.  As a result of these 
conditions, no significant impacts to habitat linkages or movement corridors would result from the 
proposed project.  
 
Because the existing site is undeveloped and maintains minimal vegetation, there is potential for nesting 
birds to use the site.  Grading operations are scheduled to take place outside of breeding bird season, 
which generally runs from March 1-August 31 (as early as February 1 for raptors) to avoid take of 
migratory nongame native bird species protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918 
(50 CFR Section 10.13).  Park construction activities may occur during the breeding season; however, 
these activities are not expected to involve major ground disturbance or tree removal.  If grading 
operations or tree removal would occur during the breeding season, mitigation provided below would 
ensure that no nesting birds protected under the MBTA are significantly affected.     

 
e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation 

policy or ordinance?  
 

No Impact.  The City of Los Angeles has an oak tree ordinance that prohibits the removal or destruction 
of oak trees without a permit.  There are no oak trees on site; therefore, no impacts would occur.  

 
f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Communities 

Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 
 
No Impact.  Taylor Yard is not included in any adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Communities 
Conservation Plan, or other approved plan.  

 
Mitigation Measures 
 
Incorporation of the following mitigation measures would reduce potential impacts to biological resources to 
a less than significant level. 
 
BIO-1 To compensate for the impacts to the isolated areas of freshwater marsh (approximately 1.3 acres) 

and disturbed riparian woodland (approximately 1.7 acres), the native plant species in these 
communities lost via site development should be incorporated into features of the proposed 
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buildout.  The area of the earthen-bottom channel, or river ox-bow, proposed in the project design, 
and other features incorporated into the natural parkland area, shall provide a minimum 1:1 
compensation for the marsh and riparian woodland areas impacted.  To the extent feasible, 
individual willows, cottonwoods, and other native tree and shrub species should be salvaged and 
re-planted into appropriate areas onsite.   

 
BIO-2 Should tree removal or grading operations occur during the breeding season (generally March 1-

August 31, as early as February 1 for raptors) for migratory nongame native bird species, weekly 
bird surveys would be performed to detect any protected native birds in the trees to be removed and 
other suitable nesting habitat within 300 feet of the construction work area (500 feet for raptors).  
The surveys would be conducted 30 days prior to the disturbance of suitable nesting habitat by a 
qualified biologist with experience in conducting breeding bird surveys.  The surveys would 
continue on a weekly basis with the last survey being conducted no more than 3 days prior to the 
initiation of clearance/construction work.  If a protected native bird is found, the City/State would 
delay all clearance/construction disturbance activities in suitable nesting habitat or within 300 feet 
of nesting habitat (within 500 feet for raptor nesting habitat) until August 31 or continue the 
surveys in order to locate any nests.  If an active nest is located, clearing and construction within 
300 feet of the nest (within 500 feet for raptor nests) shall be postponed until the nest is vacated 
and juveniles have fledged and when there is no evidence of a second attempt at nesting.  Limits of 
construction to avoid a nest should be established in the field with flagging and stakes or 
construction fencing.  Construction personnel would be instructed on the sensitivity of the area.  
The results of this measure would be recorded to document compliance with applicable State and 
Federal laws pertaining to the protection of native birds.  

 
4.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES - Would the project: 
 
a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in §15064.5? 
 

No Impact.  A records search was conducted on May 28, 2002, for the proposed park site and 
surrounding area.  The results of that inquiry were negative.  No historical or archaeological resources are 
recorded in the project area or within 0.5 mile radius of the property boundaries.  Nine previous 
archeological studies have been conducted within 0.5 mile radius of the property and most have yielded 
negative results; six of these studies overlap the current boundaries of Parcel D.  None of the studies 
yielded positive results within the proposed project boundaries.  While no historic resources are recorded 
within 0.5 mile radius of the Taylor Yard property, it is possible that historic features or trash related to 
the historic use by the railroad might be still buried, although intact features would be unlikely. 
 
The project site has an extensive historic background, which is uniquely connected to the early history of 
Los Angeles.  A detailed history of the site is contained in the Cultural Evaluation (Appendix C).  There 
were several known Tongva or Gabrieliño ethnographic villages in the general area of Taylor Yard.  

Exhibit 4:  Mitigated Negative Declaration



 4.0  Impacts and Mitigation Measures  
 

Taylor Yard Park Development Final Mitigated Negative Declaration Page 4-15 
Taylor Yard MND Sect 04 - Impacts_Mitigation.doc   6/3/04 

Given the location of the Taylor Yard parcel in the L.A. River floodplain, it would not have been a 
primary location for an aboriginal village or a camp.  Historic resources from these villages are unlikely 
to occur on the site.   
 
In addition, due to the extensive remedial action that has occurred on Parcel D (see Section 4.7); it is 
unlikely that any cultural feature survived or would still exist with any integrity.  Almost 18 inches of soil 
was treated and at least 5 feet of clean fill was added to the parcel to remediate environmental concerns.  
Any cultural material would have to be at least 7 feet deep, and no significant prehistoric or historic 
deposits are known on the parcel.  It is unlikely that any significant resources would be encountered 
during construction because site excavations would be shallow and site topography would not be 
substantially altered; therefore, impacts to historical resources would not occur.   

 
b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to 

§15064.5? 
 

No Impact.  The records search did not identify archaeological resources recorded in the project area or 
within 0.5 mile radius of the property boundaries.  Archaeological resources are not anticipated to be 
found on site; therefore, impacts would not occur.  See also Section 4.5(a). 
 

c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature? 
 

No Impact.  The proposed project site is situated upon a deep layer of artificial fill underlain by recent 
alluvial sediments, which have a low paleontologic sensitivity.  These recent sediments may overlie older 
Pleistocene or Miocene sediments in the subsurface.  These sediments have the potential to contain 
significant paleontologic resources (City of Los Angeles 2000); however, excavations for the proposed 
park would be relatively shallow and would not likely disturb native soils.  Past development on the 
project site has undoubtedly disturbed soils within a few feet of the surface; during site remediation 
contaminated soils were excavated and the excavated areas were filled with clean soil.  It is highly likely 
that undisturbed Pleistocene or Miocene deposits remain present at depth.  Should unique paleontologic 
resources be encountered during construction, they would be handled in accordance with the City of Los 
Angeles Bureau of Engineering’s Special Order S002-0590, Guidelines for the Protection of 
Archaeological and Paleontological Resources to ensure that significant or potentially significant impacts 
would not occur.  

 
d. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries? 
 

No Impact.  No formal cemeteries or other places of human interment are known to exist within the 
proposed project area.  If human remains are exposed during construction, the Los Angeles County 
Coroner would be contacted in accordance with Section 7050.5 of the State Health and Safety Code.  
State Health and Safety Code 7050.5 states that no further disturbance shall occur until the County 
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Coroner has made the necessary findings as to origin and disposition pursuant to Public Resources Code 
5097.98.  The project would be confined to a strip of land previously used as a railroad yard.  
Consequently, encounters with buried human remains are not expected to occur.   
 

4.6 GEOLOGY AND SOILS - Would the project: 
 

a. Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving: 

 
i)   Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 

Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence 
of a known fault?  Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42. 

 
No Impact.  The project site is located within the seismically active Southern California region 
where there are numerous faults of various type and magnitude potential.  An analysis of the historic 
earthquake database developed by the California Department of Conservation, California Geological 
Survey (CGS) shows that this area has been subject to relatively few low-magnitude earthquakes 
(3.0-3.9) between the years of 1932 to 2000.  The most recent earthquake (magnitude 3.2) occurred 
approximately 1 mile to the west of the project site in 1998.  The site is located approximately 1.8 
miles southwest of the Raymond Fault, 1.3 miles south of the Hollywood Fault, and 4.3 miles south 
of the Verdugo Fault, the maximum magnitudes being 6.5, 6.4, and 6.7, respectively.  Other small, 
discontinuous fault traces are known to be present in the project vicinity, but their locations are 
uncertain because they are concealed by younger geologic materials.  The proposed park is not 
located within an Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone.  The nearest Alquiest Priolo Special Studies 
zone is located along the Raymond Fault.  Thus, the potential for ground surface rupture to occur at 
the site is considered low. 
 

ii)   Strong seismic ground shaking? 
 

Less than Significant Impact.  The project features would be designed to withstand seismic events 
that may occur in the Los Angeles area.  Construction of restrooms, the storage facilities, and 
concession structures would be regulated by the Los Angeles Building Code, Sections 91.000 
through 91.7016 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code.  The Los Angeles Building Code provides 
requirements for construction, grading, excavations, use of fill, and foundation work including type 
of materials, design, procedures, etc., which are intended to limit the probability of occurrence and 
the severity of consequences from geologic hazards.  Design and construction of the proposed project 
would conform to all applicable building and seismic codes and the recommendations of the 
Geotechnical Engineering Report (City of Los Angeles 2003b); therefore, potential ground motion 
impacts would not be significant. 
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iii)  Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 
 

Less than Significant Impact.  Liquefaction occurs when water saturated sediments are subjected to 
extended periods of shaking.  Pressure increases in the soil pores temporarily alter the soil state from 
solid to liquid.  Liquefied sediments lose strength, in turn causing the failure of adjacent 
infrastructure, including bridges and buildings.  Whether a soil would resist liquefaction depends on a 
number of factors, including grain size, compaction and cementation, saturation and drainage, 
characteristics of the vibration, and the occurrence of past liquefaction.  Granular, unconsolidated, 
saturated sediments are the most likely to liquefy, while dry, dense or cohesive soils tend to resist 
liquefaction.  Liquefaction is generally considered to be a hazard where the groundwater is within 40 
to 30 feet of the surface.  Where soil drainage is good, the pore pressure, which builds up when 
ground motion shakes unconsolidated soil, would be more easily dissipated; thus, soils with good 
drainage are less likely to liquefy.   
 
According to the California Division of Mines and Geology (CDMG) Seismic Hazard Zones Map for 
the Los Angeles quadrangle (Released on March 25, 1999), the Taylor Yard complex is located in an 
area of liquefaction potential.  This is due to the high water table and soils conditions under the site.  
Because the site is located in a liquefaction hazard zone, mitigation measures, as defined in Public 
Resource Code 2693(c), would be required for construction of the park facilities.  As a standard 
practice, a soils report would be prepared and would make foundation design recommendations to 
minimize the potential for liquefaction impacts.  No large structures are proposed for the project.  
Impacts related to liquefaction would be less than significant. 

 
iv)  Landslides? 

 
No Impact.  Surface topography of the project site is generally flat; therefore, the potential for 
landslides is negligible.  According to the 1999 Seismic Hazard Zones Map for the 7.5-minute Los 
Angeles USGS quadrangle, the proposed project site is not located in a landslide zone. 

 
b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 
 

Less than Significant Impact.  The proposed project would involve excavation, grading and compaction 
of soil, as well as landscaping and paving.  During construction, standard BMPs would be employed to 
minimize soil erosion and runoff.  As discussed in Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, a Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) would be required for the project, which would included these 
BMPs and other measures, if necessary, to address impacts related to erosion.  Consequently, the 
potential for substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil is considered minimal. 
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c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the 
project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or 
collapse? 

 
Less than Significant Impact.  The proposed project site is located in a liquefaction zone.  However, 
proper geotechnical engineering and seismic design and mitigation requirements would reduce the hazard 
of geologic instability to a less than significant level.  No on- or off-site landslides, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, or collapses are anticipated.  See 6(a)(iii) above. 
 

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating 
substantial risks to life or property? 

 
Less than Significant Impact.  Prior to park construction and as a standard practice, a geotechnical 
evaluation would be prepared which would prescribe methods, techniques, and specifications for: site 
preparation, treatment of undocumented fill and/or alluvial soils, fill placement on sloping ground, fill 
characteristics, fill placement and compaction, temporary excavations and shoring, permanent slopes, 
treatment of expansive soils, and treatment of corrosive soils.  In addition, the geotechnical report would 
make foundation recommendations for the restrooms and concessions buildings.  Design and construction 
of the proposed project would conform to recommendations in the geotechnical evaluation; therefore, 
impacts from potentially expansive soil would not be significant. 
 

e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal 
systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water? 

 
No Impact.  The proposed project would not include septic tanks or any other type of alternative 
wastewater disposal system.  Wastewater from the site and other facilities in the project vicinity would be 
transported by the Northeast Interceptor Sewer, which is located beneath San Fernando Road, to the 
Hyperion Treatment Plant (City of Los Angeles 2003c). 

 
4.7 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS - Would the project: 
 
a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or 

disposal of hazardous materials? 
 

Less than Significant after Mitigation.  Operation of the proposed park would not create a significant 
health hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials. 
 
Past industrial activities at the Taylor Yard complex, in conjunction with off-site groundwater 
contamination, have resulted in groundwater and soil contamination under much of the former railyard.  
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Studies have been conducted by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), California Department of 
Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), California Water Resources Control Board (WRCB), Los Angeles 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and other agencies to determine the level of 
contamination and the appropriate clean-up levels and remediation methods for the site. 
 
Soil Contamination 
 
The Taylor Yard complex was designated by DTSC as a brownfield site after soils were found to be 
contaminated through analyzing soil samples, groundwater samples, and installing monitoring wells.  As 
a result, DTSC undertook an extensive analysis of the contaminated soils and developed an action plan 
for remediation, the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS).  DTSC supervised the toxic clean-
up on the Sale Parcels (Parcels A, B, C, D, E, F) in 1997.  A number of remediation techniques were 
used, including soil-vapor extraction and chemical fixation, to rectify the contaminated soil (California 
Coastal Conservancy 2002).   
 
Following the site cleaning, approval was given for partial site closure while deed restrictions were under 
negotiation (DTSC 2003b).  Environmental Resources Management (ERM) prepared a LEADSPREAD 
model to evaluate the risk of lead exposure from the soil on Parcel D.  On September 16, 1998, DTSC 
granted partial closure for soil at Parcel D (ERM 2003).  Based on the evaluation, DTSC prepared the 
Explanation of Significant Differences for Union Pacific Railroad Company Taylor Yard – Sale Parcel 
Site, Hump Yard Area [Parcel D], dated January 30, 1998.  This report concluded that soil cleanup levels 
for lead for residential and unrestricted use were established for the site and that residual lead 
concentrations would not pose an unacceptable risk if the site were developed for residential or 
unrestricted use.  Since the project would involve large quantities of earthwork on site, potentially 
significant impacts could occur from exposure to buried contaminated soils.  Accordingly, mitigation 
measures are provided to ensure that impacts associated with soil contamination would be less than 
significant during construction and operation of the park.  With these mitigation measures, potential 
impacts related to contaminated soils at Parcel D have been remediated to a less than significant level. 
 
Groundwater Contamination 
 
It is known that groundwater contamination does exist in the general project area; however, the extent of 
groundwater contamination beneath the Parcel D is still under evaluation.  Recent soil borings were taken 
on Parcel D to depths of up to 30 feet below existing ground surface.  The elevation of the bottom of the 
soil borings ranged from 326 feet above mean sea level (msl) to 333 feet above msl.  No groundwater was 
encountered in any of the borings.  Historical data suggests that groundwater under the site ranges from 
20 to 65 feet below ground surface.  Given that the lowest elevation of the proposed park site is 
approximately 345 feet above msl, the probability of encountering groundwater during construction of the 
park is low.  For the same reason, the risk of encountering contaminated groundwater at the surface of the 
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park after the project is built is also low.  The proposed project would not preclude the installation of 
groundwater treatment facilities at Taylor Yard.    
 
If any excavations encounter groundwater during construction, dewatering and treatment of contaminated 
groundwater would be required prior to discharge.  As discussed above, it is not anticipated that project 
excavations would be deep enough to encounter groundwater; however, the potential for such impacts 
remains.  Accordingly, mitigation measures to address potential groundwater contamination impacts are 
provided.  These measures would reduce potential impacts related to groundwater contamination to a less 
than significant level. 
 

b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment? 

 
Less than Significant Impact.  Please see the response to 4.7 (a) above. 
 

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste 
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 

 
Less than Significant Impact.  Glassell Elementary School is located approximately 0.25 mile northeast 
of the proposed project site.  In addition, Parcel F is currently being evaluated as a possible school site.  
This potential school site is located within 0.25 mile of Parcel D.  The park would not emit hazardous 
materials and acutely hazardous materials would not be handled as part of park operation.  The proposed 
project would not result in the emission or use of hazardous materials that would significantly affect 
Glassell Elementary or the potential school site on Parcel F.  Please see the response to 4.7 (a) above. 
 

d. Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment? 

 
Less than Significant Impact.  An electronic database search of listings maintained by federal, state, and 
local agencies of sites with known or suspected hazardous material contamination, use of hazardous or 
toxic materials and regulated wastes, discharge or spillage incidents, discharge permits, landfills, and 
storage tanks was be performed during preparation of this MND.  Due to the industrial nature of the area, 
many hazardous waste generators are identified in the vicinity of the park.  As discussed in 4.7 (a), the 
project site has been remediated under DTSC supervision and its development as a park is not expected to 
create a significant hazard to the public or the environment.  Mitigation measures are provided under 
Section 4.7(a) above to reduce potential impacts during construction and operation of the park to less than 
significant levels. 
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e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within 
two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area? 

 
No Impact.  The proposed project would not be located within an airport land use plan or within 2 miles 
of a public airport or public use airport.  The nearest airport to the proposed project is the Burbank-
Glendale-Pasadena Airport, approximately 10 miles north of the site.  Accordingly, no impacts would 
occur. 

 
f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard for 

people residing or working in the project area? 
 

No Impact.  The proposed project would not be located within the vicinity of a private airstrip; therefore, 
no impacts would occur. 

 
g. Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 

evacuation plan? 
 

Less than Significant Impact.  The project would be constructed entirely within the existing vacant 
parcel.  Two-way traffic would be maintained on all surrounding streets.  Access would be maintained to 
all homes and businesses, and traffic disruptions during construction or operation of the park would be 
minimal.  Intersection improvements on San Fernando Road may cause minor traffic disruptions; 
however, the proposed project is not expected to substantially delay emergency vehicle response times, 
nor interfere with an adopted emergency response or evacuation plan.  The proposed project would have a 
less than significant impact on adopted emergency response plans and emergency evacuation plans. 

 
h. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, 

including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with 
wildlands? 

 
No Impact.  The project would be constructed in a highly urbanized portion of Los Angeles.  Land uses 
adjacent to the project site are industrial and commercial.  There are no wildland fire hazard zones on or 
adjacent to the project site, nor would the project result in additional accumulation of brush, grass, trees, 
or other fuel sources.  In fact, the vacant project site currently is occupied by weeds and ruderal 
vegetation that is not maintained.  The proposed project would result in landscaping and maintenance of 
the site, which would reduce the risk of brush fires.  The proposed project would not include any 
activities that would expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving 
wildland fires.  Accordingly, no impacts would result.  
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Mitigation Measures 
 
The following measures would reduce potential impacts associated with soil contaminated during 
construction and operation to a less than significant level. 
 
HAZ-1 Prior to earthwork and construction activities on Parcel D, the State and the City shall submit 

the project grading plans to DTSC for concurrence that the project is cleared for recreational 
development and is consistent with approvals described in the Explanation of Significant 
Differences for Union Pacific Railroad Company – Taylor Yard – Sale Parcel Site- Hump 
Yard Area (January 30, 1998).  Approval to proceed with the recreational development on 
Parcel D shall be documented in writing. 

 
HAZ-2 During project construction, soil sampling shall occur on a weekly basis in areas of heavy 

ground disturbance to ensure that construction workers and future park users are not exposed 
to contaminated soil.  Samples will be screened for petroleum hydrocarbons, soluble lead, 
volatile organic compounds (VOCs), and semivolatile organic compounds.  If soil 
contamination levels are encountered that exceed regulatory standards, grading activities in 
the area(s) of contamination shall be halted until appropriate remediation measures are 
identified and approved by DTSC. 

 
HAZ-3  If contaminated soils are encountered during construction, operations shall be stopped in the 

vicinity of the suspected impacted soil.  Surface samples shall be analyzed using appropriate 
collection and sampling techniques.  Once an area of contamination is identified, soils shall 
be segregated, sampled, and tested in order to determine the appropriate disposal and 
treatment options.  If the soils exceed the applicable screening criteria established by the 
RWQCB or are classified as hazardous (according to Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act [RCRA] and CCR Title 22), soils shall be hauled to a Class I landfill or other appropriate 
soil treatment and recycling facility. 

 
Construction of the park is not expected to result in any contact with groundwater; however, the 
following measure is provided to reduce potential impacts to less than significant levels in the event that 
groundwater is encountered during construction. 
 
HAZ-4 If groundwater is encountered during project grading or construction activities, construction 

shall be halted in the area until appropriate dewatering or avoidance measures are identified. 
 If dewatering is required, the applicant shall procure a permit from the RWQCB for 
treatment and disposal of groundwater and shall comply with all provisions of the permit. 

 
 
4.8 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY - Would the project: 
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a. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?  

 
Less than Significant Impact.  The RWQCB has developed a Water Quality Control Plan, Basin Plan 
for the Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles and Ventura County (Basin Plan) (1994) to protect the water 
quality of surface and ground waters of the region.  The Basin Plan designated beneficial uses, sets 
narrative and numerical objectives to protect beneficial uses of water resources, and describes 
implementation programs.  Beneficial uses are processes, habitats, organisms, or features that require 
water and are considered worthy of protection.   
 
The project site is located within the L.A. River watershed.  Beneficial uses in the L.A. River are listed in 
the Basin Plan as Municipal (MUN), Ground Water Recharge (GWR), Industrial (IND), Water Contact 
Recreation (REC-1), Non-Contact Water Recreation (REC-2), Warm Freshwater Habitat (WARM), 
Wildlife Habitat (WILD), and Wetland Habitat (WET).  
 
The majority of the L.A. River watershed is considered impaired due to a variety of point and non-point 
pollution sources.  The 2002 303(d) list for the L.A. River implicates ammonia, coliform, lead, trash, 
scum, algae, oil, nutrients, odors, and trash in that impairment.  Impairment may be due to water column 
exceedances, excessive sediment, high levels of pollutants, or bioaccumulation of pollutants.  The 
beneficial uses threatened or impaired by degraded water quality are aquatic life, recreation, ground water 
recharge, and municipal water supply.  
 
The California RWQCB administers permitting procedures for the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES).  These regulations apply to stormwater discharges and area-wide 
generators of urban runoff.  An NPDES permit would be required for this project because the overall 
construction area would be greater than 5 acres.  Because the project would involve construction of more 
than 25 parking spaces, the City’s portion of the project would also be required to comply with the 
Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) for Los Angeles County.  The general 
requirements of the SUSMP include:  
 
• Controlling peak storm water runoff discharge rates  
• Conserving natural areas  
• Minimizing storm water pollutants of concern  
• Protecting slopes and channels  
• Providing storm drain stenciling and signage  
• Properly designing outdoor material storage areas  
• Properly designing trash storage areas 
• Providing proof of ongoing BMP maintenance 
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The proposed project would include the following construction related activities: site clearing, 
excavation, building construction, landscaping, and parking lot pavement.  All of these activities, 
individually or cumulatively, could have a significant impact on the water quality of the nearby L.A. 
River if construction material is allowed to enter the drainage systems that flow to the river. The 
construction site would produce construction debris which, if uncontrolled, could also result in the 
discharge of disturbed sediment/soils into the river, and/or release petrochemicals from construction 
equipment.  To address these potential impacts, the contractor would file a Notice of Intent to obtain 
NPDES coverage under the WRCB Order No. 99-08-DWQ, NPDES General Construction Permit No. 
CAS000002 and the RWQCB—Los Angeles Region 4 Order No. 01-182, MS4 permit No. CAS004001.  
To comply with NPDES Permit requirements, a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) would 
be prepared and construction site BMPs would be implemented.  A short list of possible BMPs that may 
be used for construction of the proposed project includes:  
 
• Temporary soil stabilization (sandbag barriers, straw bale barriers, sediment traps, and fiber rolls);  
• Wind erosion control (portable water, and straw mulch);  
• Tracking control (street sweeping and entrance/outlet tire washing);  
• Non-storm water management (clear water diversion and dewatering), and;  
• Waste management and materials pollution control (vehicle and equipment cleaning, concrete waste 

management, and contaminated soil management).  
 
Several park features were designed to minimize runoff.  For example, a portion of the parking lots would 
incorporate semi-pervious materials along with stormwater recharge beds and bioswales to allow a large 
percentage of the precipitation and other runoff to infiltrate into the underlying soil.  Despite these 
features, the existing drainage systems in the project area would convey some surface runoff from the 
project site to the L.A. River.  Stormwater runoff from parking lots can have a toxic mix of motor vehicle 
related detritus composed of petrochemicals, asbestos (brake pads), antifreeze, and other unknown 
constituents that may have leaked from vehicles.  Parking lots and other totally impervious surfaces on 
the site would also collect dust, organic debris (e.g., leaves and tree bark), and trash.  The City’s portion 
of the proposed project would be required to obtain a Los Angeles County MS4 Permit for the portion of 
site runoff that is not utilized on site.  The primary goal of this permit is to stop polluted discharges from 
entering the storm drain system and local receiving and coastal waters.  The Los Angeles County MS4 
Permit requires implementation of the SUSMPs and numerical design standards for BMPs, which 
municipalities began implementing in February 2001.  The City’s portion of the project would also be 
required to comply with the Stormwater and Pollution Control Ordinance of the County of Los Angeles 
(Ord. 98-0021 § 1 (part), 1998). 
 
Although the project site is located within 0.25 mile of the L.A. River, the project would not violate any 
water quality standards or discharge requirements, and impacts related to stormwater runoff would be less 
than significant.  Implementation of the NPDES and Los Angeles County MS4 Permit requirements 
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described above would ensure that potential stormwater runoff impacts would be addressed through 
proper design and construction management techniques.   

 
b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such 

that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (i.e., 
the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing 
land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)? 

 
No Impact.  The project site is located within the San Fernando Groundwater Basin which lies within the 
Upper Los Angeles River Area and encompasses approximately 7.5 square miles.  Depth to groundwater 
ranges from 20 to 65 feet below ground surface.  The Pollock Well Field is located within the basin and 
under the project site, and is a drinking water resource.  The Pollock Well Field was designated as part of 
the San Fernando Valley Superfund site by the U.S. EPA in the 1980s due to groundwater contamination. 
 DWP extracts and treats groundwater from the Pollock Well Field near Fletcher Drive approximately 1 
mile north of the project site.  Groundwater south of the Fletcher Drive wellhead is not used for drinking 
water purposes. 
 
Three municipal water supply wells are located up gradient from the Taylor Yard complex.  Groundwater 
monitoring at these sites has shown groundwater contamination with volatile organic compounds (VOCs) 
at levels exceeding state drinking water standards or Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) (MBE 2001; 
ERM 2000).  The U.S. EPA San Fernando Valley unit includes four National Priority List (NPL)1 sites: 
Area 1 (North Hollywood), Area 2 (Crystal Springs), Area 3 (Verdugo), and Area 4 (Pollock).  The 
Taylor Yard complex is within Area 4 (EPA ID# CAD 980894976), a 5,860-acre contaminated 
groundwater area near the Pollock Well Field in the City of Los Angeles.  The groundwater chlorinated 
VOC contamination is historically linked to industrial waste generated in the San Fernando Valley as 
early as the 1940s.  The SFVGB sites were officially listed by the EPA in 1986.  Currently, Area 4 is 
being addressed through the LADWP Pollock Wells Treatment Plant.  The treatment plant restores the 
use of two Pollock wells by treating the groundwater with Liquid-Phase Granular Activated Carbon 
(GAC).  This process removes VOCs from the groundwater, chlorinates the water and dilutes it with 
imported water to reduce nitrate concentrations (California Coastal Conservancy 2002).  This process 
attempts to prevent contaminated groundwater from entering the L.A. River.  The clean-up efforts at the 
Taylor Yard complex have not completely treated the contaminated soils and groundwater.  The treatment 
and eventual total site clean-up is an on-going process that will take decades to complete.  The proposed 
park project would not affect the quality of groundwater recharge.  However, Parcel D has been 
remediated; therefore, groundwater percolating through to the watertable could be expected to improve.  
Consequently, the proposed park use has the potential to improve groundwater quality over time. 
 

                                                 
1 The National Priority List is a list published by the U.S. EPA of hazardous waste sites in the U.S. that are eligible for clean-up under the 
Superfund program, a trust fund mandated by the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA).  
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The proposed project would increase impervious surfaces and result in the reduction of ground 
percolation of runoff water.  However, the project site is not a designated groundwater recharge area, and 
the increase in impervious surface area would be relatively minor; therefore, the proposed project would 
not significantly alter groundwater resources. 
 

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-
site? 

 
No Impact.  The topography of the project site is relatively flat.  There are several stormwater drain inlets 
located on San Fernando Road east of the project site.  The park design includes elements that would 
utilize stormwater and runoff, such as the river ox-bow on the State’s portion of the project.  The 
engineering design for the park, subject to City review and approval, would include all necessary 
drainage improvements to serve the site.  Also see the responses to 4.4 (b) and 4.6 (b) above regarding 
soil erosion. 
 

d. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner 
which would result in flooding on- or off-site?  

 
No Impact.  See the response to 4.8 (c).  No changes to the course of the L.A. River would occur.  The 
project would involve the creation of a dry river bed with riparian vegetation, in the passive recreational 
area.  The project would not alter drainage patterns or surface runoff in a manner that would result in 
flooding on- or off-site. 
 

e. Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm water 
drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff? 
 
Less than Significant Impact.  Construction of the proposed park would result in a negligible increase of 
impermeable surfaces.  The park’s landscaping design aims to ensure that the majority of runoff from the 
proposed project would be treated onsite and allowed to infiltrate through to the watertable.  Any 
additional unused runoff would be directed into the existing storm drain system.  The proposed project is 
not located in a 100-year flood zone.  At present, the site drains towards San Fernando Road, an improved 
street with numerous stormwater drains. The project would continue to drain to the surrounding storm 
drain system and the proposed project would not affect a surface water body.  The site is zoned by the 
City for light industrial uses and the typical percentage of imperviousness (run-off factor) for land zoned 
M2 is 100 percent (BOE 1986).  The proposed project would be almost entirely pervious, including the 
parking areas, which would be made out of a semi-pervious material.  Runoff, which at present can be 
adequately conveyed from the site via the existing municipal stormwater system, is not anticipated to 
increase substantially.  Consequently, the project would not exceed the capacity of the existing 
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stormwater system, nor would it introduce substantial sources of polluted runoff; therefore, impacts 
would be less than significant.   
 

f. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?  
 

Less than Significant Impact.  As discussed in Section 4.8(a), this project would comply with NPDES 
permit requirements to avoid or mitigate impacts to water resources.  In addition, BMPs would be 
incorporated into the design and construction of the proposed park as part of permit requirements.  
Because the project would not otherwise substantially degrade water quality, impacts would be less than 
significant.   
 

g. Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or 
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map?  

 
No Impact.  According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate 
Maps (panel number 0601370056c), the project site is located in an area designated as Zone X, which is 
categorized as an area that is outside of a 500-year flood zone.  The proposed project would not place 
housing or other development within a 100-year or 500-year flood zone; therefore, no impact would 
occur.   

h. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect flood flows?  
 

No Impact.  The project is not located within a flood hazard area (see 4.8(g) above).  Accordingly, the 
project would not impede or redirect flood flows.  No impacts would result. 
 

i. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, including 
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?  

 
No Impact.  According to the City and County of Los Angeles General Plan Safety Elements, the 
proposed project site is located within the Hansen Dam and Eagle Rock Reservoir flood boundaries (DRP 
1990).  However, the proposed project site is located in a heavily developed urban area, more than 18 
miles from the Hansen Dam and 4.5 miles from Eagle Rock Reservoir. The inundation area is based on an 
assumed catastrophic failure of the dams during peak storage capacity.  The inundation boundary shown 
on the map encompasses all probable routes that a flood might follow after exiting the dam; thus, the map 
shows a very large and conservative inundation area (DRP 1990b).  Hansen Dam and Eagle Rock 
Reservoir are continually monitored by various governmental agencies (such as the State of California 
Division of Safety of Dams and the ACOE) to guard against the threat of dam failure.  Catastrophic 
failure of a major dam as a result of an earthquake is regarded as unlikely.  Current design and 
construction practices and ongoing review, modification, and dam reconstruction programs are intended 
to ensure that all dams are capable of withstanding the maximum magnitude earthquake for the site.  
Also, because Hansen Dam is used primarily for flood control, the dam is not typically filled to capacity.  
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Therefore, the potential for the project site to be inundated as a result of a dam failure, and potential 
exposure of people and structures to flooding due to dam failure, is low.  No impacts would occur as a 
result of the project.  
 

j. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 
 

No Impact.  No impacts related to seiches, tsunamis, or mudflows would occur as described below. 
 
Seiche:  Because there are no lakes or other large inland bodies of water in the vicinity of the proposed 
project site, there is no risk of inundation by seiche.  
 
Tsunami:  The project site is located approximately 16 miles inland from the Pacific Ocean at an elevation 
of about 340 feet above mean sea level.  At this distance and elevation, the site would not be at risk of 
inundation by tsunami.  
 
Mudflow:  The 1999 Seismic Hazard Zones Map for the Los Angeles USGS 7½-minute quadrangle 
indicates that the proposed park would not be located in an area of potential earthquake-induced 
landslides.  Given these conditions, the project site is not at risk of being inundated by mudflow. 

 
4.9 LAND USE AND PLANNING - Would the project: 
 
a. Physically divide an established community? 
 

No Impact.  The proposed project would result in the construction of a park on vacant site.  As discussed 
in Section 4.1(a), the site is bounded by San Fernando Road and railroad tracks on the east and west, 
respectively, and by industrial uses to the north and south.  The proposed project would not physically 
divide an established community, and therefore, no impact would result. 
 

b. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the 
project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning 
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 

 
Less than Significant Impact.  The proposed project site is located entirely within the City of Los 
Angeles, in the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan Area.  The Northeast Los Angeles Community 
Plan is one of 35 community plans that comprise the land use element of the City of Los Angeles General 
Plan.  The community plan establishes the goals, objectives, policies, and programs applicable to the 
Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan Area. 
 
The City’s current zoning designation for the proposed project site is Heavy Manufacturing (M-2).  
Because the site is owned by the State, the City’s zoning designation does not strictly apply.  Instead, the 
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land uses are subject to state land use plans and policies.  The State is currently preparing a General Plan 
for the State-retained unleased portion of the 40-acre site at Taylor Yard, which will provide a long-term 
vision for park uses at the site.  The City will consult and collaborate with the State in the planning, 
development, construction, and operation of the leased 20 acres, so the 40-acre site can be planned and 
operated in a separate, but cooperative, coordinated, and harmonious manner.  The proposed passive park 
uses are part of the State’s IPU, and the land uses are subject to change based on the outcome of the 
General Plan. 
 
The project is consistent with the goals and policies set out in the City’s community plan.  The plan 
advocates the development of parks in the community.  Policy 4-2.1 encourages the protection of public 
open space/recreational activity areas in Taylor Yard and near the Los Angeles River.  The plan supports 
increased accessibility to park land along the Arroyo Seco and along the Los Angeles River (Policy 5-
1.2).  Therefore, the proposed project would be consistent with land use plans and policies contained in 
the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan (City of Los Angeles 1999). 
 
Existing land uses surrounding the project site include heavy and limited industrial uses.  Low-density 
residential land uses are located just east of the limited industrial strip along San Fernando Road.  The 
proposed project is located in an area where open space is limited, especially in residential areas.  The 
community has a long history as a residential and small industrial community, and conflicts between 
industrial and residential land uses have occurred in the past.  The Taylor Yard property is slowly being 
converted into land uses that are more compatible with nearby residences (i.e., parkland, mixed-use retail 
and residential uses, and an office park, instead of heavy industrial rail yards).  The proposed park would 
not conflict with planned land uses that would surround the site, and would provide beneficial 
recreational opportunities for an underserved residential area.  Accordingly, less than significant impacts 
related to applicable land use plans would result. 
 

c. Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural communities conservation plan? 
 

No Impact.  There are no adopted habitat conservation plans in the community of Northeast Los Angeles 
due to its highly urbanized nature (City of Los Angeles 1999).  In addition, the project is not located in or 
near any Natural Communities Conservation Plan (NCCP) areas.  Accordingly, no impacts would result. 
 

4.10 MINERAL RESOURCES - Would the project: 
 
a. Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the 

residents of the state? 
 

Less than Significant Impact.  The primary mineral resources on the site and along the adjacent stretch 
of the L.A. River are gravel and sand deposits.  The area along the L.A. River adjacent to the proposed 
project is considered inaccessible for mining extraction due to the urbanized character of the area (City of 

Exhibit 4:  Mitigated Negative Declaration



4.0  Impacts and Mitigation Measures  
 

Page 4-30 Taylor Yard Park Development Final Mitigated Negative Declaration 
 Taylor Yard MND Sect 04 - Impacts_Mitigation.doc   6/3/04 

Los Angeles 2001).  Therefore, the proposed park would not result in the loss of availability of a known 
mineral resource.  Accordingly, a less than significant impact would result. 

 
b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a 

local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan?  
 

No Impact.  The site has not been classified as a locally important mineral recovery site.  See Section 
4.10 (a) above. 

 
4.11 NOISE - Would the project result in: 
 
a. Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local 

general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 
 

Less than Significant Impact.  In general, construction activities associated with the park would result in 
increases in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the construction site.  Noise levels would fluctuate 
depending on the equipment type and duration of use, distance between noise source and listener, and 
presence or absence of barriers between the noise source and listener.  Construction noise at a distance of 
50 feet from the construction activity could reach intermittent highs of 90 dBA depending upon the 
activity.  Average noise levels are generally less than the equipment levels indicate because the 
equipment is operated intermittently.  Construction could require the use of diesel-powered heavy 
equipment, such as haul trucks and cement trucks which would generate high noise levels.  Most earth 
moving equipment (i.e., compactors, front loaders, backhoes, tractors, graders, and pavers) produce noise 
levels of 75 to 89 dBA (decibels) at distances of 50 feet.  Material handling equipment (i.e., concrete 
mixers, concrete pumps, and cranes) produces noise levels of 83 to 89 dBA at a distance of 50 feet.  
Stationary equipment (i.e., pumps, generators, and compressors) produces noise levels of 70 to 85 dBA at 
a distance of 50 feet.  There are not any noise-sensitive uses (i.e., residences) located within several 
hundred feet of the construction site.  In addition, noise level increases would be limited to daytime hours 
and would be temporary and intermittent.  Therefore, no significant noise impacts would result from 
construction of the proposed project. 
 
The only permanent increases in ambient noise levels resulting from operations of the proposed park 
would be related to increased traffic levels and park operational activities.  However, the project would 
not have a significant noise impact unless it resulted in a 3 dBA noise increase.  For traffic sources, noise 
levels generally increase by approximately 3 dBA for each doubling of roadway traffic volume as long as 
vehicle speeds remain constant.  Peak hour traffic volumes on nearby streets would not increase enough 
to cause a doubling of roadway traffic volume.  Based on the results of the traffic study (Appendix D), the 
increase in roadway noise associated with the project during the weekend peak hour would be less than 
0.1 dBA.  In addition, the nearest sensitive noise receptor is located approximately 370 feet from the 
project site across San Fernando Road and behind the commercial development, and is unlikely to be 
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affected by any changes in ambient noise levels.  The loudest operational noise levels at the park would 
result from recreational activities at the City’s park.  This would include typical park noises such as 
yelling, whistling, and announcements over the proposed public address (PA) system. These typical park 
noises would occur on site, the noise levels resulting from these activities would be not significantly 
affect sensitive receptors off site or exceed local noise ordinances.  Therefore, operation of the proposed 
project would not result in a significant increase in ambient noise levels at noise-sensitive uses in the 
project vicinity. 

b. Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 
 

Less than Significant Impact.  Some minor ground shaking could occur during the construction of the 
proposed project due to the use of heavy equipment and trucks.  However, these impacts are typical for 
construction projects, would be temporary, would occur only during daytime work hours, and would not 
be severe enough to result in property damage.  Therefore, the impacts would not be significant.  Also, 
see Section 4.11 (a) above. 
 

c. A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 

 
Less than Significant Impact.  See Section 4.11 (a) above. 
 

d. A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project? 

 
Less than Significant Impact.  Noise generated from construction vehicles and activities would result in 
periodic increases in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the construction site.  However, these 
increases would be temporary, intermittent, and limited to daytime hours.  Operational traffic noise and 
noise associated with recreational use of the site would be minor as discussed in Section 4.11(a) above. 
 

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within 
two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose people residing or working 
in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

 
No Impact.  The proposed project would not be located within an airport land use plan or within 2 miles 
of a public airport or public use airport.  Additionally, the proposed project does not include new housing 
or non- residential development that would substantially increase the residential or employee populations 
in the area.  

 
f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people residing or working 

in the project area to excessive noise levels? 
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No Impact.  The project would not be located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. 
 

4.12 POPULATION AND HOUSING - Would the project: 
 
a. Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing new homes 

and business) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)? 
Less than Significant Impact.  The proposed project would provide additional recreation opportunities 
for the community of Cypress Park, Glassell Park, and other surrounding communities.  The proposed 
project is not intended to induce development, but instead it would help address existing recreational 
facility deficiencies by providing much needed park facilities.  The proposed project would not directly 
induce substantial population growth because it does not include a residential or commercial element.  
Several employees would be hired to maintain and operate the park.  The community has a much higher 
than average unemployment rate, and new positions at the park would be filled by local workers.  
Therefore, the park would not generate any population growth.  The project would create a less than 
significant impact on population growth. 
 

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? 

 
No Impact.  The project would not displace existing housing in the project area.  Accordingly, no impact 
would result. 

 
c. Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing 

elsewhere? 
 

No Impact.  Homeless people are known to occasionally occupy the proposed project site; however, 
there are no homes or legal residences on the site.  The project would not displace any residents, and 
therefore, would not necessitate the construction of replacement housing elsewhere.  No impacts would 
result. 

 
4.13 PUBLIC SERVICES 
 
a. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or 

physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the public services: 

 
 

Fire protection? 
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Less than Significant Impact.  The proposed project site is served by the City of Los Angeles Fire 
Department Station Number 44, located at 1410 Cypress Avenue in Los Angeles.  The station is equipped 
with an Engine Company with a paramedic, a basic life service ambulance, a brush patrol, and swift water 
rescue.  There are a total of 6 firefighters on duty at the station.  Major incidents at Taylor Yard would 
also be responded to by Task Force 50 (which includes 10 firefighters, 1 ladder truck, and 2 engines) 
from Fire Station Number 50, which is located at 3036 Fletcher Drive (Captain Cruzado 2003).  Fire 
Station 44 and 50 are located approximately 0.2 and 1 mile from the project site, respectively; therefore, 
the project would have adequate fire service coverage. 
 
The proposed project does not include new housing or non-residential development that would 
substantially increase the residential or employee populations in the area; thus, the demand for emergency 
services would not be substantially increased.  In addition, the proposed project would not increase fire 
hazards or substantially increase the demand for fire protection services.  In fact the project may reduce 
fire hazards in the area by maintaining vegetation and landscaping on the project site.  As a part of the 
design process, the City’s portion of the project would be reviewed by the Los Angeles Fire Department 
for compliance with fire, life, and safety standards and the State’s portion would be reviewed by the State 
Fire Marshall.  Impacts to fire protection services would be less than significant. 
 

Police protection?  
 

Less than Significant Impact.  The proposed project area is served by the City of Los Angeles Police 
Department, Northeast Division.  The Northeast Station is located at 3353 San Fernando Road in Los 
Angeles, approximately 1.5 miles north of the proposed project site.  According to the 2001 LAPD 
Statistical Digest, there were 255 police officers in the Division.  The ratio of residents per officer in the 
Northeast Division (1031) was substantially higher than the ratio for the department as a whole (703); 
however, the total number of offenses (4,230) and the number of offenses per officer (17) were lower for 
the Northeast Division than the average for the other divisions in the department as a whole (6,647 and 21, 
respectively).  Data in the Statistical Digest indicates that despite having fewer officers per resident, police 
protection in the Northeast Division is on average better than in the City as a whole. 
 
The proposed project would not directly result in an increase in residential populations or a substantial 
increase in employee populations.  The park would generate some calls for police protection services; 
however, the number of calls from the park is not expected to be significant.  The park would be well lit 
and is easily accessible; therefore, there would be no significant impact on police protection from the 
proposed project. 
 
 
Schools? 
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No Impact.  The project would not provide new housing and would provide relatively few employment 
opportunities.  Therefore, it would not generate new students or increase the demand on local school 
systems.  The nearest school, Glassell Elementary School (public elementary school), is located 
approximately 0.25 mile northeast of the proposed project site.  Additionally, Parcel F is being evaluated 
as a potential school site and is located within 0.25 mile of the site.  The proposed project would not 
adversely affect any existing or planned school facilities.  The proposed project would have a beneficial 
effect on parks by increasing the amount of park acreage in this underserved area.  

 
 Parks? 

 
No Impact.  Data from the City, Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy, and Santa Monica Mountain 
National Recreation Area, indicates that public open space within a one-mile radius encompassing the site 
totals 37.5 acres, or 1.9% of the 1-mile radius.  Due to the highly urbanized nature of this area, this is 
equivalent to 1.3 acres per 1,000 people, well below the City standard of 4 acres per 1,000 people, and 
significantly below the 6.25 to 10.5 acres per 1,000 people recommended by the National Recreation and 
Park Association (Wolch et al. 2001).  The proposed project is a public park, and it would help 
accommodate the demand for public park and recreation facilities in the area.   

 
Other public facilities? 

 
No Impact.  The park would be jointly operated by the City and the State.  No impacts to other public 
facilities are expected.  The facility would require ongoing maintenance; however, it would not require a 
substantial increase in City services. 

 
4.14 RECREATION  
 
a. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational 

facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated? 
 
No Impact.  The proposed project involves the establishment of new park facilities in a densely 
populated, parkland deficient area.  Because the project would satisfy some of the local demand for 
recreation facilities, it has the potential to decrease the levels of use of other recreational facilities in the 
area.  The nearest existing recreation center, Elysian Valley Recreation Center, is located across the Los 
Angeles River approximately 0.25 mile west of the proposed project.  Also located nearby are the 
Cypress Park Recreation Center (less than one mile to the south on San Fernando Road) and Glassell Park 
and Recreation Center (approximately one mile north of the project site on Verdugo Road).  The 
recreational facilities at these sites are heavily used for al types of recreational activities.  The proposed 
park project would not result in increased use of any other existing neighborhood, regional park, or other 
recreation facility such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be 
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accelerated.  In fact, it would reduce the heavy use currently occurring at nearby parks.  Accordingly, no 
impact would result. 

 
b. Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational 

facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 
 

Less than Significant Impact.  The proposed project is a new 40-acre park.  As discussed in section 4.7 
and 4.9, the proposed site was previously used for railyard operations.  Due to the site’s industrial past, 
the natural environment is degraded.  The proposed park would restore the integrity of natural resources 
on much of the site through habitat restoration in several areas and native landscaping.  The proposed 
project would have a less than significant impact on the environment. 

 
4.15 TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC - Would the project: 
 
a. Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the 

street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to 
capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections)? 

 
Less than Significant Impact.  A traffic study was conducted (Appendix D) to evaluate the traffic 
impacts of the proposed project.  The study found that the project would result in less than significant 
long-term operational impacts related to traffic load and the capacity of the street system.  The project 
would also result in less than significant impacts from construction-related traffic. 
 
Methodology/Thresholds of Significance 
 
Four intersections were identified and are analyzed in the traffic study for typical weekend peak hour 
conditions, when the park would have the greatest number of park users.  The study intersections include 
the following:  
 

1. San Fernando Road/Fletcher Drive 
2. San Fernando Road/SR-2 Southbound On/Off Ramps 
3. San Fernando Road/Division Street 
4. San Fernando Road/Avenue 26 

 
The efficiency of traffic operations at a location is measured in terms of LOS.  LOS is a description of 
traffic performance at intersections.  The LOS concept is a measure of average operating conditions at 
intersections during an hour.  It is based on a volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratio.  Levels range from A to F, 
with LOS A representing excellent (free-flow) conditions and LOS F representing extreme congestion.  
The intersection capacity utilization (ICU) method compares the amount of traffic a through lane or turn 
lane is able to process (the capacity) to the level of traffic during the peak hours (volume).  Intersections 
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with vehicular volumes at or near capacity experience greater congestion and longer vehicle delays.  
Table 4.15-1 describes the LOS concept and the operating conditions expected under each LOS for 
signalized intersections. 
 
The City of Los Angeles, who owns and maintains San Fernando Road, considers LOS D acceptable.  
LOS E and F are considered to be unacceptable operating conditions that warrant mitigation.  Mitigation 
is also required for projects that cause an increase of 0.01 V/C when the intersection is already operating 
at LOS E or F.  A significant traffic impact is defined by the following thresholds: 
 

• Project LOS increase to LOS C, if the change in V/C is greater than 0.04 
• Project LOS increase to LOS D, if the change in V/C is greater than 0.02 
• Project LOS increase to LOS E or F, if the change in V/C is greater than 0.1 

 
 

Table 4.15-1.  Intersection Level of Service Definitions 
 

LOS Interpretation 

Signalized Intersection 
Volume to Capacity (V/C) 

Ratio (ICU/CMA) 

A 
Excellent operation.  All approaches to the intersection 
appear quite open, turning movements are easily made, 
and nearly all drivers find freedom of operation. 

0.000 - 0.600 

B 

Very good operation.  Many drivers begin to feel 
somewhat restricted within platoons of vehicles.  This 
represents stable flow.  An approach to an intersection 
may occasionally be fully utilized and traffic queues 
start to form. 

0.601 - 0.700 

C 
Good operation.  Occasionally backups may develop 
behind turning vehicles.  Most drivers feel somewhat 
restricted. 

0.701 - 0.800 

D 
Fair operation.  There are no long-standing traffic 
queues.  This level is typically associated with design 
practice for peak periods. 

0.801 - 0.900 

E Poor operation.  Some long-standing vehicular queues 
develop on critical approaches.  0.901 - 1.000 

F 

Forced flow.  Represents jammed conditions.  Backups 
from locations downstream or on the cross street may 
restrict or prevent movements of vehicles out of the 
intersection approach lanes; therefore, volumes carried 
are not predictable.  Potential for stop and go type 
traffic flow.  

Over 1.000 

Source:  Highway Capacity Manual, Special Report 209, Transportation Research Board, Washington D.C., 1997. 
Operational Impacts 
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The proposed project would be developed on an existing vacant site.  No vehicles currently access the 
site. The proposed project includes 361 parking spaces to accommodate the recreational opportunities at 
the park.  Two new traffic signals would be installed on San Fernando Road, which would provide 
multiple access points to the park.   
 
The traffic study assumed park use would be the highest on weekends.  The weekend peak hour (midday) 
LOS analyses were conducted for the four study intersections based on the measured traffic volumes and 
the methodologies described previously.  The existing conditions, future without project, and future with 
project LOS analysis results are summarized in Table 4.15-2 for the weekend peak hours. 
 
As shown, none of the four analyzed intersections are currently operating at LOS E or F during the peak 
hours.  The future without project LOS indicates that traffic is expected to increase to an LOS E or F at 
two of the four intersections.  The future with project LOS indicates that the project increase LOS from E 
to F at San Fernando Road/Fletcher Drive, and from B to C at San Fernando Road/Avenue 26.  The LOS 
would not change at the other two study intersections.  As shown in Table 4.15-2, none of the study 
intersections for future with project increase to significant levels.  Accordingly, operational impacts 
would be less than significant and no mitigation measures would be required. 
 

Table 4.15-2.  Existing Conditions and Future Level of Service Summary 
 

Existing 
Conditions 

Future without 
Project 

Future with 
Project 

Weekend 
Midday Weekend Midday Weekend 

Midday 

Intersection 
V/C Ratio 
or Delay LOS

V/C Ratio or 
Delay LOS 

V/C Ratio 
or Delay LOS 

Change 
in V/C 

Significant 
Impact 

San Fernando 
Road/ Fletcher 
Drive 

0.862 D 0.997 E 1.005 F 0.008 No 

San Fernando 
Road/ SR-2 
Southbound 
Ramps 

0.879 D 1.063 F 1.071 F 0.008 No 

San Fernando 
Road/ Division 
Street* 

11.6 B 13.8 B 14.1 B NA No 

San Fernando 
Road/ Avenue 26 0.488 A 0.693 B 0.711 C 0.018 No 

* Intersection is controlled by stop-sign.  Value represents average vehicle delay in seconds. 

 
Construction Impacts 
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It is anticipated that there would be short-term adverse traffic impacts, particularly along San Fernando 
Road, during the streetscape phase of the proposed project.  In order to minimize these impacts, a 
construction staging and traffic plan would be prepared and implemented by the State and the City.  As 
discussed in Section 2.5, staging of construction equipment and construction employee parking would 
generally occur off-street, thus limiting the impact along San Fernando Road and other surrounding 
streets. Additionally, two-way traffic would be maintained on San Fernando Road (i.e., at least one lane 
in each direction) during the construction phase.  Should lane closures be required in order to 
accommodate construction activities, these closures would occur outside of the standard peak periods of 
street traffic.  Also, access to local businesses would be maintained during the construction period.  As 
discussed in Section 2.5, the plan would include, at a minimum, the following: hours of construction 
(limit to off peak hours), identification of haul routes, potential for off-site parking/staging areas, and 
shuttle bus to transport workers to/from remote parking area.  Implementation of the required traffic 
control plan would reduce potential construction-related traffic impacts to a less than significant level. 

 
b. Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established by the county 

congestion management agency for designated roads or highways? 
 
No Impact.  The County of Los Angeles Metropolitan Transportation Authority adopted the Congestion 
Management Program (CMP) for Los Angeles County in 2002.  This project would not individually or 
cumulatively exceed any levels of service established by the CMP.  Construction-related truck trips and 
operation-related vehicular trips would not significantly increase traffic demand at any intersections nor 
would it cause a significant increase in the V/C ratio on a freeway segment or freeway on- or off-ramp.  
Because the project would not generate significant increases in peak hour trips, impacts to CMP 
monitoring stations would not occur.   
 

c. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in 
location that results in substantial safety risks? 

 
No Impact.  The nearest airport to the proposed project is the Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena Airport (Bob 
Hope Airport), approximately 10 miles north of the site.  The proposed project is a park and would not 
affect air traffic, nor would it result in an increase in traffic levels that would cause safety risks; therefore, 
no impacts would occur. 
 

d. Substantially increase hazards to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

 
No Impact.  The project would not create sharp curves or dangerous intersections.  The project would 
provide two park access points along San Fernando Road.  The northernmost project driveway would 
align with Macon Street while the other would align with Future Street.  These two project access points 
were also assessed for weekend midday peak hour.  Both project access points are expected to operate at 
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LOS A during the weekend midday peak hour.  Each of the access points would be controlled by a traffic 
signal with left-turn lanes provided along San Fernando Road.  The access intersections on San Fernando 
Road would not create a hazard to traffic or pedestrians.  In fact, the new signalized intersections would 
improve pedestrian access in the project area.  Both intersections would include crosswalks, which are 
necessary to provide safe access to the park across San Fernando Road—a heavily used transit corridor.  
The proposed project would not increase hazards to a design feature or have any incompatible uses.  No 
impacts would result.   

 
e. Result in inadequate emergency access? 
 

No Impact.  Two-way traffic would be maintained on San Fernando Road throughout the construction 
phase of the project.  However, the installation of traffic signals on San Fernando Road may result in 
minor detours and delays.  San Fernando Road has been designated as a “selected disaster route” in the 
City of Los Angeles General Plan Safety Element.  As discussed in Section 2.5, construction that would 
disrupt San Fernando Road would be coordinated with applicable emergency service providers (LAPD 
and LAFD).  Access for emergency vehicles and for all homes and businesses would also be maintained 
throughout the construction period.  In addition, construction and stored equipment would not obstruct 
access or visibility to residences. Accordingly, the proposed project would not result in inadequate 
emergency access.  

 
f. Result in inadequate parking capacity? 
 

No Impact.  The parking lot for the proposed project includes 361 spaces with easy access to all active 
and passive recreation areas.  Based on the project trip generation estimates a total of 486 daily trips (243 
in and 243 out) are expected in the peak weekend period (see Appendix D).  If all the inbound trips (243 
vehicles) arrived at the park and stayed during one period, the 361 spaces would be more than adequate to 
meet the demand.  Therefore, it is anticipated that the 361-parking space supply would be adequate to 
serve the parking needs of the Taylor Yard Park development on site. 
 

g Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus 
turnouts, bicycle racks)? 

 
No Impact.  The proposed project would not conflict with adopted policies or existing facilities related to 
alternative transportation.  In fact, the proposed park would include bike paths, which would support 
alternative transportation policies.  The park improvements are also compatible with future roadway 
improvements planned for the San Fernando Road corridor.   
 

4.16 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS - Would the project: 
 
a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board? 
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Less than Significant Impact.  Wastewater generated by the proposed project would be collected and 
transported through local, trunk, and mainline sewers to the Hyperion Treatment Plant (HTP) in Playa 
Del Rey.  The HTP currently provides wastewater treatment for nearly all of the City of Los Angeles, as 
well as several contract cities (including Santa Monica, Beverly Hills, Burbank, Culver City, El Segundo, 
Glendale, and San Fernando) and portions of Los Angeles County.  The quality of wastewater from the 
proposed project is expected to be typical and would not exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the 
RWQCB.   
 

b. Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects? 

 
No Impact.  The proposed project is expected to generate minimal quantities of wastewater.  The site 
would accommodate drinking fountains, a restroom facility, and a concessions building, which would 
produce wastewater. 
 
The HTP’s capacity is 450 million gallons per day (MGD) with full secondary treatment.  The HTP 
treated approximately 358 MGD in 2000 (DWP 2000).  The wastewater generated by the proposed 
project would represent a fractional percentage of the HTP daily treatment capacity.  HTP could 
adequately accommodate additional wastewater generated by the proposed project.  Operation of the park 
would not result in a significant impact to wastewater treatment facilities. 
 
The Northeast Interceptor Sewer (NEIS) is under construction and runs adjacent to the proposed project 
site.  Wastewater from the project site would be directed into the NEIS either directly or by means of 
another pipeline in the area.  NEIS will provide additional capacity for projected wastewater flows.  The 
sewer project is expected to be completed by December 2004, prior to park operation.  Therefore, there 
will be more than enough sewer capacity in the NEIS by the time the park is complete and construction or 
expansion of existing sewer lines would not be required. 
 

c. Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects? 

 
No Impact.  See checklist Section 4.8 (e) above. 
 

d. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources, or 
are new or expanded entitlements needed? 
 
Less than Significant Impact.  Water is supplied to the project area by the City of Los Angeles 
Department of Water and Power (LADWP).  The existing capacity of LADWP’s water system (as a 
function of total supply, water mains, pumping stations, etc.) to deliver water to LADWP’s customers is 
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in excess of 1.117 billion gallons per day.  LADWP estimates that the long-term safe yield of its water 
supplies is approximately 1.098 billion gallons per day (City of Los Angeles 2003a). 
 
Annual water demand in Los Angeles is approximately 660,000 acre-feet (AF) with an average per capita 
use of 150 gallons per day.  The City’s water demand is expected to grow to 756,000 AF per year by 
2015 (City of Los Angeles 2003a). 
 
The proposed project would consume water for drinking, sanitation, and irrigation of landscaping, 
playing fields, and riparian areas.  The landscaping and riparian areas would not require substantial 
amounts of water, considering most of these plants will be native species that do not required much, if 
any, irrigation.  Some of the playing fields may utilize artificial turf, which would also decrease the water 
demand.  Given that LADWP estimates that the long-term safe yield of its water supplies is 
approximately 1.098 billion gallons per day, the increased water use for the park would not create a 
significant impact on water supply. 
 

e. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the project 
that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s 
existing commitments? 
 
Less than Significant Impact.  See response to 4.16 (b) above. 
 

f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste 
disposal needs? 

 
Less than Significant Impact.  Solid waste generated during project construction would be limited to 
minor demolition debris and construction materials.  As discussed in Section 2.5, disposal of demolition 
and construction materials would occur in accordance with federal, state, and local regulations at 
permitted landfills.  Construction contractors would be encouraged to recycle construction materials.  
Non-recyclable solid waste generated during construction may be disposed of in the Bradley landfill or 
Sunshine Canyon landfill, the two nearest landfills.  Also available are other landfills in Los Angeles 
County, Orange County, and Riverside County.  Overall minimal construction wastes would be generated 
and existing disposal facilities would provide adequate permitted capacity for disposal. 
Operation of the park would generate park patron waste and green waste from landscaping.  Although 
park waste would be relatively minimal and are not likely to significantly affect the capacity of existing 
disposal facilities, a comprehensive recycling program for glass, metal, and plastic containers as well as 
vegetative materials would be created to reduce the solid waste going to landfills.  This program is 
described in Section 2.5. 
 

g. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste?  
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Less than Significant Impact.  The project would conform to all applicable state and federal solid waste 
regulations, and the City’s portion of the project would conform to the recycling programs required of 
City organizations.  See Section 4.16(f). 
 

4.17 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
 
a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the 

habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining 
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a 
rare or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California 
history or prehistory? 

 
Less than Significant after Mitigation.  The proposed project has the potential to slightly degrade the 
immediate environment during construction due to potential air quality impacts from construction 
activity.  Fugitive dust and other pollutants generated by construction activity and vehicles could result in 
potentially significant air quality impacts, which would be mitigated to less than significant levels.   
 
Although the project would not result in impacts to any sensitive wildlife or plants, some removal of 
native plant communities (freshwater march and riparian woodland) would occur as a result of the park 
construction.  None of the project impacts would substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife 
species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a 
plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or 
animal. In addition, mitigation measures are provided to reduce any potential impacts to biological 
resources to a less than significant level. 
 
The project would not eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or 
prehistory. 
 

b. Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable?  
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when 
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects 
of probable future projects.) 

 
Less than Significant Impact.  The proposed project is located in a highly developed portion of 
Northeast Los Angeles.  Cumulative development within the project area and the region could result in 
potentially significant environmental impacts.  There are nine projects in the project vicinity that would 
contribute to cumulative project impacts.  The traffic report included these nine related projects in the 
traffic and circulation impact analysis (see Appendix D).  The project, in conjunction with nearby 
projects, would not result in significant cumulative impacts related to traffic or any other environmental 
issues.  Future development is anticipated and planned for in various local and regional plans applicable 
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to the project area including the City of Los Angeles General Plan, the Northeast Los Angeles 
Community Plan, the South Cost Air Quality Management District Air Quality Management Plan, the 
Regional Transportation Plan, the Regional Water Quality Control Plan, and the Southern California 
Association of Governments Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide.  The environmental documents 
prepared for these documents address the significant cumulative effects of future development that could 
occur under the plans and identify ways to mitigate those effects.  According to the State CEQA 
Guidelines (Section 15064(i)(3)), a Lead Agency may determine that a project’s incremental contribution 
to a cumulative effect is not cumulatively considerable if the project will comply with the requirements in 
a previously approved plan or mitigation program which provides specific requirements that will avoid or 
substantially lessen the cumulative problem (e.g., water quality control plan, air quality plan, integrated 
waste management plan) within the geographic area in which the project is located.  The proposed 
development is consistent with local and regional land use, air quality, water quality and transportation 
plans.  The development of a park on Parcel D of the Taylor Yard complex would not result in 
cumulatively considerable impacts. 
 

c. Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on human 
beings, either directly or indirectly? 

 
Less than Significant after Mitigation.  The project would not result in substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly or indirectly.  Mitigation measures are provided in Sections 4.1, 4.3, 4.4, 
and 4.7, in order to reduce the project’s effects on aesthetics, air quality, biological resources, and hazards 
and hazardous materials, respectively, below the level of significance.  No additional mitigation measures 
would be required.  
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SECTION 5.0 
LIST OF PREPARERS 

 
 
The following firms, individuals, and agency staff contributed to the preparation of this MND: 
 
California Department of Parks and Recreation (Lead Agency) 
Southern Service Center 
8885 Rio San Diego Drive #270 
San Diego, CA 92108 
 
• Karen Miner, Natural Resource Specialist 

• Brenda McMillan, Natural Resource Specialist 

• Herb Dallas, Archaeologist 

• Jim Newland, Historian 

• Alex Bevil, Historian 

 
EDAW, Inc. (Environmental Consultant) 
3780 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 250 
Los Angeles, CA 90010 
 
• Tom Larkin, Principal-in-Charge 

• Eric Wilson, Project Manager 

• Kimberlee Myers, Environmental Analyst 

• Kimberly Havens, Environmental Analyst 

• Jennifer Dean, Environmental Analyst 

• Bill Maddux, Air Quality/Noise Specialist 

• Dan Brady, Graphics Specialist 

• Teri Fenner, Quality Assurance 
 
Meyer, Mohaddes Associates, Inc. (Traffic Consultant) 
900 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 1200 
Los Angeles, CA  90017 
 
• Bryan Mayeda, Project Manager 
 
 

Exhibit 4:  Mitigated Negative Declaration



5.0  List of Preparers  
 

Page 5-2 Taylor Yard Park Development Final Mitigated Negative Declaration 
 Taylor Yard MND Sect 05 - List of Preparers.doc   6/3/04 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This page intentionally left blank. 
 
 
 
 

Exhibit 4:  Mitigated Negative Declaration



 6.0  References  
 

Taylor Yard Park Development Final Mitigated Negative Declaration Page 6-1 
Taylor Yard MND Sect 06 - References.doc   6/3/04 

SECTION 6.0 
REFERENCES 

 
 
California State Coastal Conservancy  
 2002 Taylor Yard Multiple Objective Feasibility Study.  Final Report.  June. 
 
California Department of Fish & Game (CDFG) 
 1993 Rarefind2.  California Natural Diversity Data Base, Version August 2003, Natural 

Heritage Division. 
 2003 California Natural Diversity Database.  April. 
 
California Division of Mines and Geology 
 2000 Database of Historical Earthquakes 1930-2000. 
 
Captain Cruzado, Fire Station No. 44 
 2003 Phone conversation October 8, 2003. 
 
California Air Resources Board 
 2002 URBEMIS (Version 7.4.2).  
 2003 Air Quality Standards.  Updated July 9, 2003 
 
California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) 
 2003 DTSC's Hazardous Waste and Substances Site List (Cortese List). 
 
California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal/EPA), Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB) 
 2000 Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan for Los Angeles County and Cities in Los 

Angeles County.  October 8. 
 
City of Los Angeles 
 1986 Bureau of Engineering Manual Part G Storm Drain Design.  October. 
 1998 Draft CEQA Thresholds Guide.  May 14.  
 1999 Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan.  Adopted June 15. 
 2000 Northeast Interceptor Sewer and Eagle Rock Interceptor Sewer EIR.  June.  Department of 

Public Works.  Prepared by Myra L. Frank & Associates, Inc.  
 2001 Conservation Element of the City of Los Angeles General Plan.  Adopted by the City 

Council September 26, 2001. 

Exhibit 4:  Mitigated Negative Declaration



6.0  References  
 

Page 6-2 Taylor Yard Park Development Final Mitigated Negative Declaration 
 Taylor Yard MND Sect 06 - References.doc   6/3/04 

 2003a Draft Initial Study for the Proposed Taylor Yard Sports Field Development.  Prepared for 
the City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks by Myra L. Frank & 
Associates.  October. 

 2003b Geotechnical Report, Taylor Yard Park Phase I, Street Widening Improvement. 
December. 

 2003c “Navigate LA website” http://navigatela.lacity.org/.  July. 
   
City of Los Angeles, Planning Department 
 1996 City of Los Angeles General Plan Safety Element.  Adopted November 26.  
 1999 Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan.  Adopted June 15. 
 
The Coalition for a State Park at Taylor Yard 
 2003 Website: http://www.tayloryard.org/index.html.  October. 
 
Compass Rose Archaeological, Inc.  
 2000 Phase I Cultural Resource Investigation at Lennar Taylor Yard. November 16. 
 
Environmental Resources Management (ERM) 
 2000 Semi-annual groundwater monitoring report, No. 16. August 1999 - January 2000, 

Taylor Yard, Los Angeles, California.  May.  
 2003 Union Pacific Rail Road Company Removal Action Workplan; Parcel G1, Taylor Yard, 

Los Angeles, California.  November 2003. 
 
Holland, R. F. 
 1986 Preliminary Descriptions of the Terrestrial Natural Communities of California.  

Nongame-Heritage Program, California Department of Fish and Game.  156 pp. 
 
Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning 
 1990a Flood and Inundation Hazards Map.  January.  
 1990b Technical Appendix to the Safety Element of the Los Angeles County General Plan.  

January. 
 
Los Angeles County Department of Public Works 
 2000 Final Year 2000 Urban Water Management Plan. 
 2002 “History of the Los Angeles River.”  <http://ladpw.org/wmd/watershed/LA/ History.cfm> 
 
Los Angeles County Department of Water and Power 
 2000 Final Year 2000 Urban Water Management Plan.  
 
 

Exhibit 4:  Mitigated Negative Declaration



 6.0  References  
 

Taylor Yard Park Development Final Mitigated Negative Declaration Page 6-3 
Taylor Yard MND Sect 06 - References.doc   6/3/04 

Pacific Soils Engineering, Inc. 
 2003 Geotechnical Investigation: Multi-Family Residential Development with Subterranean 

Parking, East Bay State Street East of Garfield Avenue, Alhambra California. 
 
Skinner, M. W. and B. M. Pavlik   
 1994 California Native Plant Society’s Inventory of Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants of 

California.  Special Publication No. 1 (5th Edition), California Native Plant Society, 
Sacramento, California.  338 pp. 

 
South Coast Air Quality Management District 
 1993 CEQA Air Quality Handbook.  April. 
 
Thomas Brothers 
 2003 Maps of Los Angeles County. 
 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District 
 1938 Operation and Maintenance Manual Flood Control Channels and Debris  

Basins.  Los Angeles County Drainage Area, California.  Data Sheets LAR-A-26  
and LAR-A-27. 

 
United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) 
 2003 National Priorities List. 
 2003 Green Book.  
 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
 2002 Federal Register, Part 8, Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants; Review of Plant 

Taxa for Listing as Endangered or Threatened Species.  50 CFR Part 17.  Vol. 58. No. 188.  
Department of the Interior. 

 
Wolch, Jennifer, John P. Wilson, and Jed Fehrenbach 
 2001 Parks and Park Funding in Los Angeles: An Equity Mapping Analysis.  University  

of Southern California 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Exhibit 4:  Mitigated Negative Declaration



6.0  References  
 

Page 6-4 Taylor Yard Park Development Final Mitigated Negative Declaration 
 Taylor Yard MND Sect 06 - References.doc   6/3/04 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This page intentionally left blank.   
 

Exhibit 4:  Mitigated Negative Declaration



7.0  Response to Comments 
 

Taylor Yard Park Development Final Mitigated Negative Declaration                                  Page 7-1 
7.0 Response to Comments  6/3/04 

CHAPTER 7.0 
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 
 
The Draft MND was distributed for public review on February 27, 2004, initiating a 30-day 
public review period pursuant to CEQA and its implementing guidelines.  During this public 
review period, a total of five timely letters of comment were received from public agencies and 
one timely letter of comment was received from a citizen.  Two late letters of comment were 
received from public agencies.  All of the comment letters are listed in the following table and the 
corresponding State responses are provided in this section.  A copy of each comment letter is 
provided prior to each response.   
 
 

Table 7-1.  List of Comment Letters from Draft MND 
    
Letter No. Agency/Organization/Individual Date Received 

1 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 
Signed: Terry Roberts, Director March 30, 2004 

2 California Department of Fish and Game 
Signed: C.F. Raysbrook, Regional Manager March 25, 2004 

3 California Department of Transportation  
Signed: Cheryl J. Powell, IGR/CEQA Program Manager (late) April 1, 2004 

4 Southern California Association of Governments  
Signed: Jeffrey M. Smith, AICP, Senior Review Planner March 4, 2004 

5 City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
Signed: Mike Baghere, Transportation Engineer,  March 26, 2004 

6 Southern California Regional Rail Authority 
Signed: David Solow, Chief Executive Officer  March 24, 2004 

7 Citizen 1 
Signed: Joyce Dillard  March 29, 2004 

8 County of Los Angeles Fire Department  
Signed: David R. Leininger, Chief, Forestry Division (late) April 16, 2004 
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Letter 1: Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 
 
Comment No.   Response 
 
1-1 The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research acknowledges the 

Department’s compliance with the requirements for draft environmental 
documents, pursuant to CEQA.   
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Letter 2: California Department of Fish and Game 
 
Comment No.   Response 
 
2-1 The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) commented that the 

MND did not include Figure 1 from Appendix B, Biological Resources 
Existing Conditions Report.  Figure 1 was mistakenly not included in 
Appendix B, and has been added to Appendix B of this Final MND.  

 
2-2 Please see response to comment 2-1. 
 
2-3 CDFG is concerned with protection of migratory nongame native bird 

species, protected by the Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA).  
Mitigation measure BIO-2 requires compliance with the MBTA and ensures 
that impacts to migratory nongame native bird species would be less than 
significant.   

 
2-4 CDFG recommends that focused surveys for Western spadefoot toad 

(Scapheopus hammondii) be conducted within and in the vicinity of the 
freshwater marsh habitat at the project site.  A focused survey for the 
Western spadefoot toad was conducted on April 8, 2004 by a California State 
Parks biologist.  Egg-mass searches and tadpole collections were conducted 
during the day and the site was surveyed by car and by foot during the night.  
Pacific treefrog (Hyla regilla) were found in several ponded areas; however, 
no Western spadefoot toads were found on the site.  A complete survey 
report (including a map of the survey areas and photographs of the pacific 
treefrog tadpoles) is included as a new Appendix (E) in this Final MND.           

  
2-5 CDFG commented that the presence of a special status species would require 

further consideration under CEQA regarding impacts, avoidance and 
mitigation measures.  As discussed in response to comment 2-4, no Western 
spadefoot toads, eggs, or tadpoles were observed onsite during the focused 
surveys on April 8, 2004.     

 
2-6 CDFG requests that a discussion on the hydrologic connectivity with the 

project subsurface and the L.A. River should be discussed in the MND.  The 
project site is located within the San Fernando Groundwater Basin which lies 
within the Upper Los Angeles River Area.  The Pollock Well Field is located 
within the basin and under the project site.  The general groundwater flow 
direction under Taylor Yard is to the south-southeast.  As noted in the 
comment, groundwater levels and pooled runoff do support vegetation on the 
site, including some riparian and freshwater marsh areas; however, the 
proposed project site does not maintain a hydrological connection to the L.A. 
River that would be subject to CDFG jurisdiction. 

 
 The State and the City understand the importance of providing natural open 

space at Taylor Yard, particular considering the proximity of the project site 
to the L.A. River.  As such, almost half of the site would remain as natural 
open space after implementation of the project.  In fact, the biological value 
of the site would be enhanced by the creation of a natural river oxbow along 
the park’s southwest boundary.  The design of this river oxbow has been 
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further refined since the release of the Draft MND to include an even greater 
coverage of natural vegetation, including areas specifically designed to 
mitigate for the project’s impacts to freshwater marsh habitat.  In order to 
meet the mitigation requirements described in measure BIO-1 at a minimum 
ratio of 1:1, design revisions were made and are reflected in the conceptual 
design plans.  

 
2-7 CDFG commented that a Streambed Alteration Agreement (SAA) and 

project consultation with CDFG may be required.  Past surveys indicate that 
the project site does not support a lake or streambed, bank or channel or 
associated riparian resources.  Accordingly, the site would not fall within the 
jurisdiction of CDGF under Section 1600 of the California Fish and Game 
Code.  If it is determined that a SAA is required, the State and City will 
comply with these requirements.   

 
2-8 CDFG recommends that all areas supporting hydrophytic cover be mapped to 

assess potential impacts to wetlands from the proposed project.  Areas 
mapped in Figure 1 of Appendix D of the MND were field confirmed on 
April 20, 2004.  A map of the vegetation communities (including freshwater 
marsh and disturbed riparian woodland habitats) is included in Appendix F. 

 
2-9 CDFG requires that any loss of freshwater marsh habitat must be mitigated at 

a minimum 1:1 ratio, including the creation of seasonal ponds.  One of the 
primary components of the passive recreation area includes habitat 
restoration and creation of a natural wash in the State-operated portion of the 
park.  A river ox-bow, or riparian natural area, would be located on the 
southwest side of the park. Mitigation measure BIO-1 would be incorporated 
into the design and construction of the natural parkland area (including the 
natural wash and freshwater marsh), and would require a minimum 1:1 
compensation for the freshwater marsh and riparian woodland areas 
impacted, reducing impacts associated with riparian habitat loss to a less than 
significant level.  These impacts will be mitigated with the creation of 
freshwater marsh and riparian woodland habitat at a minimum ratio of 1:1.  
See response to comment 2-6. 

 
2-10 CDFG recommends that buffers are included between existing or proposed 

development and existing wetlands or wetland compensation sites.  As 
shown in Figure 2-4 of the MND, the natural parkland area would be located 
away from the City’s active park uses.  In addition, the entire site would be 
fenced to buffer the park from the surrounding streets, which would limit 
access to the park through sensitive areas.   
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Letter 3: California Department Transportation 
 
Comment No.   Response 
 
3-1 The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) commented that the 

SR-2 southbound ramps/San Fernando Road interchange would result in a 
cumulative effect, worsening traffic and this intersection, and recommends 
implementation of Transportation Demand Measures (TDM).   The Traffic 
Study (Appendix D) found that the proposed project would have a minimal 
effect on weekday morning and evening peak hours; therefore, the report 
studied intersections at the weekend midday peak hour.  Projects in the 
vicinity of the proposed project that would have an impact on the SR-2 
southbound ramps/San Fernando Road interchange during peak weekday 
hours have included mitigation to reduce impacts to this interchange.   

 
 In addition, TDMs for a park development are not feasible.  TDMs are 

typically successful when the trips are somewhat controllable (e.g., 
employees of a single tenant office development).  There is a greater chance 
of reducing trips for these types of developments through 
carpooling/vanpooling incentives, transit passes, options for 
telecommunicating, flexible work schedule, etc.  Outside of the employees of 
the park, these conditions do not exist with park use.  In a park setting, the 
majority of trips made to and from the park are discretionary (i.e., they are 
not governed by a work schedule), would occur throughout the day, and are 
not necessarily concentrated within a specific time period.  This makes it 
difficult to have any type of successful TDM program.  The City and State 
are, however, coordinating with the Metropolitan Transit Authority to add a 
bus stop on San Fernando Road near the park, which would decrease the 
number of trips to the park.   

 
3-2 Caltrans requested that truck trips be limited to off-peak commuting periods 

as much as possible.  The construction traffic control plan includes the 
provision of limiting truck trips to off-peak hours during construction.   
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Letter 4: Southern California Association of Governments 
 
Comment No.   Response 
 
4-1 The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) determined 

that the proposed project is not regionally significant per SCAG 
Intergovernmental Review (IGR) Criteria and CEQA Guidelines, and thus 
has no comments.     

 
4-2 The SCAG Clearinghouse number for the Taylor Yard Park Development 

Project is 20040110.  As SCAG’s request, this number will be used in all 
future correspondence with SCAG concerning this project.   
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Letter 5: City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
 
Comment No.   Response 
 
5-1 The City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) requests 

clarification regarding which agency would prepare the construction staging, 
worksite traffic control, detour, and haul route plans.  The wording on page 
4-38 has been revised to indicate that the State and the City will be 
responsible for preparation of the construction staging, worksite traffic 
control, detour, and haul route plans. 

 
5-2 LADOT commented that the Traffic Study should not reference morning and 

evening peak hour traffic volumes in the traffic analysis.  The reference to 
morning and evening peak hour traffic volumes in Appendix D was 
incorrect.  This reference has been changed to read “midday peak hour traffic 
volumes” in the Final MND.   

 
5-3 LADOT recommends that the construction traffic control plan be submitted 

to LADOT for review and approval prior to the start of any construction 
work.  The construction traffic control plan will be prepared by the State and 
the City and will be submitted to LADOT for review and approval.  The 
details of the construction traffic control plan are described on page 2-14 and 
page 4-38 of the MND.   

 
5-4 LADOT commented on the highway dedication and street widening 

requirements for the project. The City Bureau of Engineering coordinated the 
design of the streetscape improvements described in the MND. 

 
5-5 LADOT indicated that the project will require consultation with the 

LADOT’s Citywide Planning Coordination Section to avoid delays in the 
building permit approval process.  The State and the City will coordinate 
with the LADOT’s Citywide Planning Coordination Section prior to approval 
of the plans and specifications. 
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Letter 6: Southern California Regional Rail Authority 
 
Comment No.   Response 
 
6-1 The Southern California Regional Rail Authority (SCRRA) noted that they 

were not included on the Notice of Availability mailing list for the document.  
SCRRA will be included on all future mailing lists for this project.   

 
6-2 The SCRRA confirmed that the railroad right-of-way west of Parcel D is 

owned by MTA and is operated by Metrolink, Amtrak, and the Union 
Pacific.   

 
6-3 The SCRRA commented that Figure 2-4 incorrectly identified the 

Metrolink’s Central Maintenance Facility Access (Private Road) as Kerr 
Road.  The State maintains partial (1/3) ownership of the Private Road, 
shared with Metrolink and Union Pacific.  The roadway has been correctly 
identified as ‘Private Road’ in Figure 2-4 in this Final MND. 

 
6-4 The SCRRA commented that turning from the Private Road onto San 

Fernando Road is extremely difficult, and that the traffic report should 
analyze this intersection.  The proposed project includes two traffic signals 
on San Fernando Road, at Future Street and Elm Street.  The new 
intersections would improve access and egress from the Private Road onto 
San Fernando Road.  This would also improve pedestrian access and safety at 
San Fernando Road.  Currently, no signal is planned for the Private Road, as 
indicated in the comment.   

 
6-5 The SCRRA requested that the State coordinate with the City of Los 

Angeles, Bikeway Section, to discuss the planned bike trail and traffic signal 
at the Private Road/San Fernando Road intersection.  See response to 
Comment 5-4.   The Taylor Yard park development project does not include 
a bikeway or trail along the Private Road.  Future bikeway and trail planning 
is currently being coordinated with the City’s Bikeway Section.   

 
6-6 The SCRRA requested that the park entrances be clearly marked to avoid 

park users mistakenly turning onto the Private Road.  The park entrances will 
be clearly marked with official signs.  The park entrances would both be 
signalized, which would also discourage public use of the Private Road.    

 
6-7 The SCRRA recommended the installation of a minimum 6-foot high block 

wall along the entire project site adjoining the railroad property line to the 
west, as well as a fence or wall on the southern property line.  The park 
development would include a fence around the entire property boundary.  
This has been clarified in the Final MND.  Your recommendation to 
construct a 6-foot high block wall along the entire project site adjoining the 
railroad property line to the west will be considered by the State and City in 
the decision-making process. 

 
6-8 The SCRRA recommended that landscaping or wall clinging vines be used to 

cover both sides of the block wall to discourage graffiti.  Graffiti is not 
anticipated, as a perimeter fence would be installed, not a block wall.  The 
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suggestion will be considered by the State and City in the decision-making 
process. 

 
6-9 The SCRRA is concerned that the stormwater from Parcel D would increase 

runoff draining onto railroad property.  Several park features were designed 
to minimize runoff and to keep runoff on site.  For example, a portion of the 
parking lots would incorporate semi-pervious materials along with 
stormwater recharge beds and bioswales to allow a large percentage of the 
precipitation and other runoff to infiltrate into the underlying soil.  In 
addition, the park design includes elements, such as the river ox-bow, that 
would keep stormwater and runoff on site. The project would not alter 
drainage patterns or surface runoff in a manner that would result in flooding 
on- or off-site.   

 
6-10 The SCRRA requests that the park concept plan include an access road from 

the west end of the soccer field cul-de-sac to the western property line.  Your 
request will be considered by the State and City in the decision-making 
process. 

   
6-11 The SCRRA requests that the State enter into SCRRA’s Right-of-Entry 

agreement (SCRRA Form No. 6) for project construction.  The City and 
State will coordinate with all adjacent land owners, including MTA, 
regarding right-of-way access during construction.   

 
6-12 The SCRRA requests that they, as well as the MTA, are notified of any 

Taylor Yard development details that could impact the right-of-way.  The 
State will coordinate future planning at Taylor Yard with SCRRA and MTA.  
Acquisitions at Taylor Yard by other entities will be responsible for their 
own notification process.   
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Letter 7: Citizen 1 (Joyce Dillard) 
 
Comment No.   Response 
 
7-1 Ms. Dillard commented that March 29, 2004 was a City holiday and that City 

review locations were closed.  The 30-day public review period for the 
document was from February 27, 2004 through March 29, 2004.  The 
document was available for public review at the following locations: Los 
Angeles Central Library (630 West Fifth Street, Los Angeles, CA 90071); 
Cypress Park Branch Library (1150 Cypress Avenue, Los Angeles, CA 
90065); State of California Department of Parks and Recreation (700 North 
Alameda Street, Room 502, Los Angeles, CA 90012); and the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks (200 North Main Street, Room 
1250, Los Angeles, CA 90012).  The document was also available online at: 

 
• http://eng.lacity.org/techdocs/emg/Environmental_Review_Documents.h

tm   
• http://www.parks.ca.gov/default.asp?page_id=983 

 
 Comment letters postmarked by March 29 were accepted by the State.  As 

discussed above, the document was available for review at several locations, 
including online.  Therefore, the closure of City review locations on March 
29, 2004 did not affect the public review process.   

 
7-2 Ms. Dillard commented that it was difficult to find the site because no 

assessor’s parcel number (APN) was given.  The APN for the project site is 
5442002001.  The address of the site (1900 San Fernando Road) was 
included on page 3-1 of the MND. 

 
7-3 Ms. Dillard provided additional information regarding the project.  This 

information will be considered by the State and City in the decision-making 
process. 

 
7-4 Ms. Dillard commented that the project site has not been cleared or certified 

for reuse.  Ms. Dillard references Profile Report ID 19470006-Southern 
Pacific-Taylor Yard/Active.  This profile report includes all parcels (A, B, C, 
D, E, F, G, H, I, and J) in the Taylor Yard complex.  The Taylor Yard 
complex was designated by DTSC as a brownfield site after soils were found 
to be contaminated through analyzing soil samples, groundwater samples, 
and installing monitoring wells.  As a result, DTSC undertook an extensive 
analysis of the contaminated soils and developed an action plan for 
remediation, the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS).  DTSC 
supervised the toxic clean-up on the Sale Parcels (Parcels A, B, C, D, E, F) in 
1997.  Following the site cleaning, approval was given for partial site closure 
while deed restrictions were under negotiation (DTSC 2003b).  
Environmental Resources Management (ERM) prepared a LEADSPREAD 
model to evaluate the risk of lead exposure from the soil on Parcel D.  On 
September 16, 1998, DTSC granted partial closure for soil at Parcel D (ERM 
2003).  Based on the evaluation, DTSC prepared the Explanation of 
Significant Differences for Union Pacific Railroad Company Taylor Yard – 
Sale Parcel Site, Hump Yard Area [Parcel D], dated January 30, 1998.  This 
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report concluded that soil cleanup levels for lead for residential and 
unrestricted use were established for the site and that residual lead 
concentrations would not pose an unacceptable risk if the site were 
developed for residential or unrestricted use.   

 
 The proposed park development would occur only on Parcel D; thus, the 

MND analyzes the contamination status of Parcel D and not the entire Taylor 
Yard complex.  The ongoing Removal Action Workplan that Ms. Dillard 
references relates to the Active Yard (Parcel G-2) and would not affect the 
proposed project.  In addition, mitigation measures provided in Section 4.7 of 
the MND would ensure that impacts related to soil contamination would be 
less than significant. Measure HAZ-1 would require DTSC approval of the 
project’s grading plans prior to construction.   

 
7-5 Ms. Dillard provided additional information regarding the project.  This 

information will be considered by the State and City in the decision-making 
process.   

 
7-6 Ms. Dillard questioned if Prop K and Prop 40 funds can be used on 

unremediated sites.  As discussed in response to comment 7-4, the site has 
been remediated and DTSC approval of the project’s grading plans will be 
required prior to construction.   

 
7-7 Ms. Dillard is concerned that the light and glare resulting from the project 

would cause accidents on San Fernando Road.  The streetscape 
improvements and new traffic signals on San Fernando Road would improve 
pedestrian and vehicle safety along this roadway.  The proposed park would 
include lighting for security and recreational facility usage.  As discussed in 
Section 4.1 of the MND, no impacts from light and glare would occur as a 
result of the proposed project.   Please see Section 4.1(d) for further 
clarification on this issue.   

 
7-8 Ms. Dillard is concerned that the project would result in significant air 

quality impacts.  As evaluated in Section 4.3, air quality emissions from the 
proposed park development would not result in significant air quality 
impacts.  The analysis of CO hotspots was expanded in this Final MND.  
This analysis verifies that the project would not result in CO hotspots and 
that the project would not submit sensitive receptors at the park or nearby to 
substantial pollutant concentrations.   

 
7-9 Ms. Dillard asked if a formal biological resources study had been completed 

for the project.  An evaluation of the existing biological resources is provided 
in Appendix B and discussed in Section 4.4 of the MND.  

 
7-10 Ms. Dillard commented on the Cultural Resources Technical Report 

(Appendix C), referencing a comment letter dated September 8, 1978.  The 
comment letter noted that no cultural resources survey of the project area had 
been made.  The Cultural Resources Technical Report (2003) noted that nine 
previous archeological studies had been conducted within a ½ mile radius of 
the property.  These surveys took place from 1989-2000; therefore, the 1978 
letter could not have recognized these studies.   
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 A records search was conducted at the South Coast Information Center on 

May 28, 2002 for the project site. The results of that inquiry were negative. 
No prehistoric archaeological sites or historic archaeological sites are 
recorded in the project area or within a ½ mile radius of the property 
boundaries.  This is consistent with the findings of the nine previous studies 
that were conducted (Appendix C).  Please see Appendix C for a description 
of the potential cultural resources on Parcel D, as well as a list of the 
previous archeological studies conducted within a ½ mile radius of the 
property.   

 
7-11 Ms. Dillard questioned where the soils report was located that was used for 

the liquefaction analysis in the MND.  As stated in Section 4.6, the site is 
prone to liquefaction hazards.  According to the California Division of Mines 
and Geology (CDMG) Seismic Hazard Zones Map for the Los Angeles 
quadrangle (Released on March 25, 1999), the Taylor Yard complex is 
located in an area of liquefaction potential.  This is due to the high water 
table and soils conditions under the site.  Because the site is located in a 
liquefaction hazard zone, mitigation measures, as defined in Public Resource 
Code 2693(c), would be required for construction of the park facilities.  As a 
standard practice, a soils report would be prepared and would make 
foundation design recommendations to minimize the potential for 
liquefaction impacts.  No large structures are proposed for the project.  
Impacts related to liquefaction would be less than significant. 

 
7-12 Ms. Dillard provided additional information regarding the project.  This 

information will be considered by the State and City in the decision-making 
process.   

 
7-13 Ms. Dillard asked if caves near the Los Angeles Freight House and Midway 

Yard would affect the proposed project.  The Los Angeles Freight House is 
located in an area bounded by 7th Street, Alameda Street, 8th Street and 
Central Avenue, and Midway Yard is located across the L.A. River from 
Parcel D.  These locations are not on or adjacent to the project site.  The 
caves associated with these locations would not affect the proposed project.   

 
7-14 Ms. Dillard commented that the site is not cleared for reuse.  Please see 

response to comment 7-4. 
 
7-15 Ms. Dillard asked if the materials from the manufacturing and railroad sites 

had been mitigated.  Please see response to comment 7-4. 
 
7-16 Ms. Dillard provided additional information regarding the project.  This 

information will be considered by the State and City in the decision-making 
process. 

 
7-17 Ms. Dillard asked if the water quality was safe for children and seniors.  As 

discussed in Section 4.7(a) of the MND, groundwater in the vicinity of the 
project site is at depths of 20 to 65 feet.  It is not anticipated that project 
excavations would be deep enough to encounter groundwater; however, if 
any excavations encounter groundwater during construction, dewatering and 
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treatment of contaminated groundwater would be required prior to discharge. 
Mitigation measures are provided to address potential impacts related to 
groundwater contamination during construction (HAZ-4).  Potable water at 
the project site would be provided via utility lines connected to the City’s 
potable water supply.  Groundwater would not be used for any purposes at 
the project site.   

 
7-18 Ms. Dillard commented that the document did not address the City General 

Plan and Community Plan.  The project site is within the boundaries of the 
Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan; however, the park is located on 
State-owned land and is not subject to local planning guidelines.  
Nevertheless, the project is consistent with the General and Community 
plans.  The proposed project’s consistency with this plan is discussed in 
Section 4.9, Land Use and Planning.  

 
7-19 Ms. Dillard asked about the mineral resources on the project site.  The 

primary mineral resources on the site and along the adjacent stretch of the 
L.A. River are gravel and sand deposits.  The site has not been classified as a 
locally important mineral recovery site.  No impacts to mineral resources 
would occur as a result of the project. 

 
7-20 Ms. Dillard commented on the increased potential for gang related activity 

and homeless use of the project site.  The proposed project would increase 
public safety at the park by providing State Park Rangers to police the site 
during park hours.  In addition, security lighting would be installed at the 
park, 24-hours a day.  Currently, there is no police or ranger presence at the 
park, nor is there security lighting.  The proposed project is not anticipated to 
increase gang activity or homeless use of the site.   

 
7-21 Ms. Dillard is concerned with noise echoing resulting from the project.  Due 

to the openness of the site and large amount of soft ground and vegetation, 
there would be a very low probability of reflected noise occurring within the 
site.  Accordingly, reflected noise is not further addressed in this MND.   

 
7-22 Ms. Dillard is concerned about gang crime, drug trafficking, and homeless 

occupation of the park.  Please see response to comment 7-20. 
 
7-23 Ms. Dillard asked if there were resources to guarantee public services at the 

park.  The proposed project area is served by the City of Los Angeles Police 
Department, Northeast Division.  Police protection in the Northeast Division 
on average provides better coverage than in the City as a whole.  The 
proposed project site is served by the City of Los Angeles Fire Department 
Station Number 44 and from Fire Station Number 50 for major incidents.  In 
addition, State Parks Rangers would police the site during park hours. As 
described in the Section 4.13 of the MND, no impacts to police or fire 
protective services would occur.   

 
7-24 Ms. Dillard is concerned with the traffic on San Fernando Road and its 

relationship to the Northeast Linkages Plan.  Traffic on San Fernando Road 
was analyzed during the weekend midday peak park use hours (see Appendix 
D).  The Northeast Linkages Plan was not specifically addressed in the MND 
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because the project is currently in concept phase.  The design of the 
streetscape improvements were coordinated with LADOT and are consistent 
with the City’s long-term plans to improve the San Fernando Road corridor.     

 
7-25 Ms. Dillard is concerned with the City sewer plan reconstruction.  The 

Northeast Interceptor Sewer (NEIS) is under construction and runs adjacent 
to the proposed project site.  Ultimately, wastewater from the project site 
would be directed into the NEIS either directly or by means of another 
pipeline in the area.  NEIS will provide additional capacity for projected 
wastewater flows.  Construction of the NEIS may occur simultaneously with 
the proposed park; however, the sewer construction would occur 
underground and would not affect park construction.   

 
7-26 Ms. Dillard commented on the past projects that have occurred on Parcel D.  

The MND evaluates the proposed project and takes into account past projects 
and their effect on the existing conditions of the site.  As mentioned in 
response to comment 7-4, past use of the property that resulted in hazardous 
waste has been remediated on the site and approved by DTSC for 
development.   

 
7-27 Ms. Dillard commented that an EIR is necessary to evaluate the proposed 

project.  The Initial Study checklist prepared for this MND did not identify 
any potential unavoidable significant impacts that would result from the 
proposed project; therefore, under CEQA, an EIR level evaluation is not 
required for the project.   

 
7-28 Ms. Dillard is concerned that the document did not properly address the 

entire history of the site.  The Cultural Resources Technical Report 
(Appendix C) summarizes the history of the project site.  Contamination 
resulting from past use of the site has been addressed by DTSC and is 
reflected in the document.  As mentioned in response to comment 6-4, 
potentially hazardous soil conditions have been remediated on the site and 
approved by DTSC for development.  In addition, final approval of the 
project’s grading plans is required by DTSC prior to construction.   

 
7-29 Ms. Dillard referenced a form filed for the fiscal year ending December 31, 

2003, by Union Pacific Railroad Company (UPRC) that acknowledges 
criminal charges for alleged releases of oil contaminated wastewater from 
Taylor Yard.  UPRC currently owns and operates Parcel G-2, and operates 
on Parcel A. Parcel D was purchased by the State from a private land 
developer for parkland development in 2001.  The alleged releases of oil 
contaminated wastewater by UPRC in the fiscal year ending December 31, 
2003 did not occur on Parcel D, as this parcel was not owned or operated by 
UPRC.   

 
7-30 Ms. Dillard provided five enclosures with her comment letter. These 

enclosures are on file at the State Parks Southern Service Center and will be 
considered by the State and City in the decision-making process.   
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Letter 8: County of Los Angeles Fire Department 
 
Comment No.   Response 
 
8-1 The County of Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD) Planning Division 

commented that the project location is within the City of Los Angeles 
jurisdiction and is not a part of the emergency response area of the 
consolidated fire protection district.  

 
8-2 The LAFD Land Development Unit commented that the project location is 

within the City of Los Angeles jurisdiction and that it is located in close 
proximity to the jurisdictional area of LAFD.  However, the project is 
unlikely to have an impact on LAFD facilities.    

 
8-3 The Forestry Division acknowledges that the areas germane to their 

responsibilities have been addressed in the document. 
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SECTION 8.0 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

 
 
Public Resources Code, Section 21081.6 requires that mitigation measures identified in environmental review 
documents prepared in accordance with CEQA are implemented after a project is approved.  Therefore, this 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) has been prepared to ensure compliance with the 
adopted mitigation measures during the final plans and specifications and project construction phase of the 
Taylor Yard Park Development Project.     
 
The California Department of Parks and Recreation (State) is the lead agency responsible for implementation 
of the mitigation measures identified in the MND.  This MMRP provides the State with a convenient 
mechanism for quickly reviewing all the mitigation measures including the ability to focus on select 
information such as timing.  The MMRP includes the following information:  
 
• the phase of the project during which the required mitigation measure must be implemented; 

• the phase of the project during which the required mitigation measure must be monitored; 

• the enforcement agency; and 

• the monitoring agency.    
 
The MMRP also includes a checklist to be used during the mitigation monitoring period.  The checklist will 
verify the name of the monitor, the date of the monitoring activity, and any related remarks for each 
mitigation measure.    
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Table 4-1.  Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
 

 
Verification of Compliance 

 
Mitigation Measure 

 
Implementation 

Phase1 

 
Monitoring 

Phase1 
 

Enforcement Agency 
 

Initial 
 

Date  
 

Remarks 

AESTHETICS   

AES-1 Use technologies to reduce light emissions that 
include full cutoff luminaries and low-reflectance surfaces. 
 Low-angle spotlights would also be used.   

 
Final Plans and 
Specifications 

 
Construction; 
Operation 

 
California Department of 
Parks and Recreation  

 
 

 
 

 
 

AES-2 Reduce the height of the outdoor light fixtures 
where possible to reduce light trespass and pollution. 

 
Final Plans and 
Specifications 

 
Construction; 
Operation 

 
California Department of 
Parks and Recreation  

 
 

 
 

 
 

AIR QUALITY 

AIR-1 All construction vehicles shall be properly 
maintained and operated.  

 
Construction 

 
Construction 

 
California Department of 
Parks and Recreation  

 
 

 
 

 
 

AIR-2 Aqueous diesel fuels shall be used in all 
construction equipment, where feasible. 

 
Construction 

 
Construction 

 
California Department of 
Parks and Recreation  

 
 

 
 

 
 

AIR-3 Diesel oxidation catalysts shall be used in all 
construction equipment, where feasible. 

 
Construction 

 
Construction 

 
California Department of 
Parks and Recreation  

 
 

 
 

 
 

AIR-4 The following measures shall be incorporated into 
the project to minimize emissions of fugitive dust, 
including PM10 and PM2.5: 

• Land disturbance shall be minimized to the extent 
feasible. 

• Haul trucks shall be covered when loaded with 
fill  

 
Construction 

 
Construction 

 
California Department of 
Parks and Recreation  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
1  The Implementation and Monitoring phases are broken down into four categories: Final Plans and Specifications, Pre-Construction, Construction, and Operation.  “Final Plans and 
Specifications” indicates that the mitigation measure must be incorporated into the final approved design, plans, and specifications for the project. “Pre-Construction” refers to measures that are 
required prior to the start of construction.  “Construction” refers to all aspects of project construction, including, but not limited to, site preparation, paving, material hauling, and construction of 
new facilities. “Operations” includes all measures that must be implemented during routine operations of the park.     
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Verification of Compliance 

 
Mitigation Measure 

 
Implementation 

Phase1 

 
Monitoring 

Phase1 
 

Enforcement Agency 
 

Initial 
 

Date  
 

Remarks 

 
        material. 
• Surfaces of dirt piles shall be stabilized if not 

removed immediately. 
• Paved streets shall be swept at least once per day 

where there is evidence of dirt that has been 
carried from the project site. 

• Disturbed areas that will not be paved as part of 
the proposed action shall be revegetated to 
prevent soil erosion. 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

AIR-5 During high wind conditions (greater than 25 
miles per hour), the following measures shall be 
incorporated into the project to minimize emissions of 
fugitive dust: 

• Cease all earth-moving activities or apply water 
to soil not more than 15 minutes prior to moving 
such soil. 

• For disturbed surfaces to be left inactive for 
several days, apply water with a chemical 
stabilizer diluted to not less than 1/20 of the 
concentration required to maintain a stabilized 
surface for a period of 6 months; or apply 
chemical stabilizers prior to wind event; or apply 
water to all unstabilized disturbed areas three 
times per day; or utilize a combination of these 
actions. 

• For unpaved roads, apply chemical stabilizers 
prior to wind event, or apply water once per hour 
during active operation, or stop all vehicular 
traffic. 

• For open storage piles, apply water once per hour, 
or install temporary coverings. 

For paved road track-out, cover all haul vehicles, or comply 
with vehicle freeboard requirements of Section 23114 of the 

 
Construction 

 
Construction 

 
California Department of 
Parks and Recreation  
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Verification of Compliance 

 
Mitigation Measure 

 
Implementation 

Phase1 

 
Monitoring 

Phase1 
 

Enforcement Agency 
 

Initial 
 

Date  
 

Remarks 

California Vehicle Code for both public and private roads. 

BIOLOGICAL  RESOURCES 

BIO-1 To compensate for the impacts to the isolated 
areas of freshwater marsh (approximately 1.3 acres) and 
disturbed riparian woodland (approximately 1.7 acres), the 
native plant species in these communities lost via site 
development should be incorporated into features of the 
proposed buildout.  The area of the earthen-bottom channel, 
or river ox-bow, proposed in the project design, and other 
features incorporated into the natural parkland area, shall 
provide a minimum 1:1 compensation for the marsh and 
riparian woodland areas impacted.  To the extent feasible, 
individual willows, cottonwoods, and other native tree and 
shrub species should be salvaged and re-planted into 
appropriate areas onsite.   

 
Final Plans and 
Specifications 

 
Construction 

 
California Department of 
Parks and Recreation  

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

BIO-2   Should tree removal or grading operations occur 
during the breeding season (generally March 1-August 31, 
as early as February 1 for raptors) for migratory nongame 
native bird species, weekly bird surveys would be 
performed to detect any protected native birds in the trees 
to be removed and other suitable nesting habitat within 300 
feet of the construction work area (500 feet for raptors).  
The surveys would be conducted 30 days prior to the 
disturbance of suitable nesting habitat by a qualified 
biologist with experience in conducting breeding bird 
surveys.  The surveys would continue on a weekly basis 
with the last survey being conducted no more than 3 days 
prior to the initiation of clearance/construction work.  If a 
protected native bird is found, the City/State would delay 
all clearance/construction disturbance activities in suitable 
nesting habitat or within 300 feet of nesting habitat (within 
500 feet for raptor nesting habitat) until August 31 or 
continue the surveys in order to locate any nests.  If an 

 
Final Plans and 
Specifications 

 
Construction 

 
California Department of 
Parks and Recreation  
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Verification of Compliance 

 
Mitigation Measure 

 
Implementation 

Phase1 

 
Monitoring 

Phase1 
 

Enforcement Agency 
 

Initial 
 

Date  
 

Remarks 

active nest is located, clearing and construction within 300 
feet of the nest (within 500 feet for raptor nests) shall be 
postponed until the nest is vacated and juveniles have 
fledged and when there is no evidence of a second attempt 
at nesting.  Limits of construction to avoid a nest should be 
established in the field with flagging and stakes or 
construction fencing.  Construction personnel would be 
instructed on the sensitivity of the area.  The results of this 
measure would be recorded to document compliance with 
applicable State and Federal laws pertaining to the 
protection of native birds. 

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

HAZ-1 Prior to earthwork and construction activities on 
Parcel D, the State and the City shall submit the project 
grading plans to DTSC for concurrence that the project is 
cleared for recreational development and is consistent with 
approvals described in the Explanation of Significant 
Differences for Union Pacific Railroad Company – Taylor 
Yard – Sale Parcel Site- Hump Yard Area (January 30, 
1998).  Approval to proceed with the recreational 
development on Parcel D shall be documented in writing. 

 
 Construction 

 
Construction 

 
California Department of 
Parks and Recreation  

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

HAZ-2 During project construction, soil sampling shall 
occur on a weekly basis in areas of heavy ground 
disturbance to ensure that construction workers and future 
park users are not exposed to contaminated soil.  Samples 
will be screened for petroleum hydrocarbons, soluble lead, 
volatile organic compounds (VOCs), and semivolatile 
organic compounds.  If soil contamination levels are 
encountered that exceed regulatory standards, grading 
activities in the area(s) of contamination shall be halted 
until appropriate remediation measures are identified and 
approved by DTSC. 

 
 Construction 

 
Construction 

 
California Department of 
Parks and Recreation  
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Verification of Compliance 

 
Mitigation Measure 

 
Implementation 

Phase1 

 
Monitoring 

Phase1 
 

Enforcement Agency 
 

Initial 
 

Date  
 

Remarks 

HAZ-3 If contaminated soils are encountered during 
construction, operations shall be stopped in the vicinity of 
the suspected impacted soil.  Surface samples shall be 
analyzed using appropriate collection and sampling 
techniques.  Once an area of contamination is identified, 
soils shall be segregated, sampled, and tested in order to 
determine the appropriate disposal and treatment options.  
If the soils exceed the applicable screening criteria 
established by the RWQCB or are classified as hazardous 
(according to Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
[RCRA] and CCR Title 22), soils shall be hauled to a Class 
I landfill or other appropriate soil treatment and recycling 
facility. 

 
 Construction 

 
Construction 

 
California Department of 
Parks and Recreation  

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

HAZ-4 If groundwater is encountered during project 
grading or construction activities, construction shall be 
halted in the area until appropriate dewatering or avoidance 
measures are identified.  If dewatering is required, the 
applicant shall procure a permit from the RWQCB for 
treatment and disposal of groundwater and shall comply 
with all provisions of the permit. 

 
 Construction 

 
Construction 

 
California Department of 
Parks and Recreation  
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